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SauiAim  District  of  Jfev^Yorh,  ««. 

BE  IT  RBMBMBERED,  That  on  tlie  twentieth  day  of  JuU-,  in  the  fifty-fint  year  of  the  Tmle- 
pendenee  of  the  United  Statea  of  Amorica,  Henry  Wheaton,  of  the  said  diatrict,  bath  deposited  in 
this  oflko  tba  title  of  a  book,  the  right  whereof  he  claiois  aa  author,  m  the  words  following,  to  wit : 

"  Beporti  of  Casea  araued  and  adjudged  In  the  Supremo  Court  of  the  United  BtatM.    FshiiMtfy 
9>ni,  laM;    By  Hewy  wheaton,  Counaellor  at  Law     Tohime  XL*' 

In  c«nlbriaity  to  the  act  of  Congreaa  of  tlie  Unitdd  Stataa,  entitled,  "  An  act  for  the  •ooourtgeaenf 

'  »tof*  of  mich 
ipplenaeotary 
»•?•»  cbarta, 

and  books,  t*  the  authors  and  proprietors  of  sueh  copies,  during  the  times  therein  mentioned,  and  ez- 
tendina  the  benefits  thereof  to  the  arts  of  designing,  engraving,  and  etching  historicaJ  aiid  other 
printa."* 

iMlVA  DILL, 
Clerk  of  (3«  Sootham  Diairiot  of  New- York. 
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The  Hon.  John  Marshall,  Chief  Justice. 

The  Hon.  Bushroo  Washington,  Associate 
Justice. 

The  Hod.  William  Johnson,  Associate  Justice* 

The  Hon.  Gabriisl  Duvall,  Associate  Justice. 

The  Hon.  Joseph  Story,  Associate  Justice. 

The  Hon.  ISmith  Thompson,  Associate  Jus- 
tice. 

William  Wirt,  Esq.  Attorney  General. 
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The  following  proceedings  of  the  Court  and 
Bar  took  place  on  the  occasion  of  the  decease  of 
the  Honourable  Thomas  Todd,  an  Associate 
Justice  of  this  Court,  who  died  at  his  seat  near 
Frankfort,  in  Kentucky,  about  the  commence^ 
ment  of  the  present  term. 

Feb.  21 8t. — This  Court  being  informed  that 
our  much  respected  brother  and  associate  Mr. 
Justice  Todd,  has  departed  this  life, 

Resohed,  That  we  will,  in  testimony  of  our 
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MEMORANDUM. 

Id  the  case  of  Ogden  v.  Saunders^  and  the  other  causes 
inyoWing  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  State  bankrupt 
or  insolvent  laws,  (ajrgued  at  February  term,  1824,  by  Mr- 
CVoy,  Mr.  D.  B.  Ogden^  and  Mr.  Haines^  for  the  validity, 
and  by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Wheaton^  against  it,)  the  Court 
directed  a  re-argument  at  the  next  term. 
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The  Marianna  Floba.    The  Vice  Consul  of 

Portugal^  Claimant. 

In  Admiralty  proceedingSi  amendments  are  made  in  the  appellate 
Coort,  not  only  as  to  formy  but  as  to  matter  of  sabstance,  as  by  the 
filing  a  new  count  to  the  libel ;  the  parties  being  permitted]  whenever 
public  justice,  and  the  substantial  merits  require  it,  to  introduce 
new  allegations  and  new  proofs ;  fwn  aUegaim  aXUgmrt^  el  nen  pro- 

If  the  amendment  is  made  in  the  Circuit  Court,  the  cause  is  beard 
and  adjudicated  by  that  Court,  and  (upon  appeal)  by  this  Court  on  the 
new  allegation ;  but  if  the  amendment  is  allowed  by  this  Court,  the 
cause  is  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court,  with  directions  to  permit 
the  amendment  to  be  made. 

Anattaokmade  upon  a  vessel  of  the  United  States,  by  an  armed  ves- 
ael,  with  ihe  avowed  intention  of  repelling  the  approach  of  tbo 
former,  or  of  crippling  or  destroying  her,  upon  a  mistaken  suppo- 
sition that  she  was  a  piratical  cruizer,  and  without  a  piratical  or 
felonious  intent,  or  for  the  purpose  of  wanton  plunder,  or  malicious 
deeCraotioQof  property,  is  not  a  finiliUdloggnBdQn  under  the  act 
of  the  9d  of  March,  1819,  c.  1%. 

Nor  is  an  armed  vessel,  captured  under  such  circumstances,  liable  to 
confiscation  as  for  a  hostile  aggression,  under  the  general  law  of 
nations. 
Vol.  XI.  1 
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2  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME^  COURT 

1826.  ^^'  '^^^  extends  to  foreign  vessels  committing  a  piratical  aggression  ; 
v^^K.*^^.  and  whatever  responsibility  the  nation  may  incur  towards  foreign 
The  Marian-  states,  by  executing. its  provisions,  the  tribunals  of  the  United 
na  Flora.        States  are  bound  to  carry  them  into  effect* 

Pirates  may  be  lawfully  captured  by  the  public  or  private  ships  of 
any  nation,  in  peace  or  in  war ;  for  they  are  hastes  humani  generis. 

American  ships  offending  against  our  own  laws,  may  be  seized  upon 
the  ocean,  and  foreign  ships  thus  offending  within  our  territorial 
jurisdiction,  may  be  pursued  and  seized  upon  the  ocean,  and 
brought  into  our  ports  Ibr  adjudication. 

But,  in  such  cases,  the  party  seizes  at  his  peril,  and  is  liable  to  costs 
and  damages  if  he  fails  to  establish  the  forfeiture. 

Ships  of  war  sailing  under  the  authority  of  their  government,  in  time 
of  peace,  have  a  right  to  approach  other  vessels  at  sea  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  their  real  characters,  so  far  as  the  same  can 
be  done  without  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  visitation  and  search, 
which  does  not  exist  in  time  of  peace. 

No  vessel  is  bound  to  await  the  approach  of  armed  ships  under  such 
circumstances ;  but  such  vessel  cannot  lawfully  prevent  their  ap- 
proach by  the  use  of  force,  upon  the  mere  suspicion  of  danger. 

Where  an  aggression  was  committed  by  a  foreign  armed  merchant 
vessel,  on  a  public  armed  ship  of  the  United  States,  under  these 
circumstances,  and  a  combat  ensued  upon  mutual  misapprehension 
and  mistake,  the  commander  of  the  public  ship  was  held  exempt 
from  costs  and  damages  for  subduing,  seizing,  and  bringing  into  a 
port  of  this  country  for  adjudication,  the  offending  vessel. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Massachu-^ 
setts. 

The  original  libel  filed  in  the  District  Court 
against  the  Portuguese  ship  Marianna  Flora, 
and  cargo,  was  for  an  alleged  piratical  aggression 
attempted  or  committed  by  the  ship  on  the  Uni- 
ted States  armed  schooner  Alligator,  Lieutenant 
Stockton  commander,  against  the  act  of  Congress 
of  the  3d  of  March,  1819,  c.  75.  entitled,  "  An 
act  to  protect  the  commerce  of  the  United  States, 
and  punish  the  crime  of  piracy."* 

o  Which  provides,  (sec.  1.)  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  be  authorized  and  requested  to  employ  so  many  of  the  public 
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Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause  in  the  District  1826. 
Court,  the  Judge  pronounced  an  interlocutory  ,^!jJ^^^JV 
sentence  of  restitution,  and  subsequently  pro-  na  Flora. 
nounced  a  further  decree  for  damages,  amount- 
ing to  19,675  dollars,  for  the  act  of  sending  in 
the  ship  for  adjudication,  and  the  consequent  de- 
tention. An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  libellants 
from  both  decrees  to  the  Circuit  Court ;  and,  af- 
terwards, before  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  by 
request  of  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
and  with  the  consent  of  the  libellants,  the  ship 
and  cargo  were  restored  to  the  claimants,  and  fur- 
armed  vessels  as  in  his  judgmeot  the  service  may  require,  with 
suitable  instructions  to  the  commanders  thereof,  in  protecting  the 
merchant  vesseb  of  the  United  States,  and  their  crews,  from  pira- 
tical aggressions  and  depredations.  (Sec.  2.)  The  President  of 
the  United  States  is  authorized  to  instruct  the  commanders  of  the 
public  armed  vessels  of  the  United  States,  to  subdue,  seize,  take, 
and  send  into  any  port  of  the  United  States,  any  armed  vessel  or 
boat,  or  any  vessel  or  boat,  the  crew  whereof  shall  be  armed,  and 
which  shall  have  attempted  or  committed  any  piratical  aggression, 
search,  restraint,  depredation,  or  seizure,  upon  any  vessel  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  the  citizens  thereof,  or  upon  any  other  vessel  i 
and  also  to  retake  any  vessel  of  the  United  States,  or  its  citizens, 
which  may  have  been  unlawfully  captured  upon  the  high  seas. 
(Sec.  3.)  Authorizes  the  merchant  vessels  of  the  United  States  to 
defend  themselves  against  any  piratical  aggressions,  &c.  and  to 
capture  the  assailant.  (Sec.  4.)  Whenever  any  vessel  or  boat, 
from  which  any  piratical  aggression,  search,  restraint,  depredation, 
or  seizure,  shall  have  been  first  attempted  or  made,  shall  be  cap- 
tured and  brought  into  any  port  of  the  United  States,  the  same 
shall  and  may  be  adjudged  and  condemned  to  their  use,  and  that 
of  the  captors,  after  due  process  afid  trial,  in  any  Court  having 
admirahy  jurisdiction,  and  which  shall  be  holden  for  the  district 
into  which  such  captured  vessel  shall  be  brought ;  and  the  same 
Court  shall  thereupon  order  a  sule  and  distribution  thereof  ac* 
cordingly,  and  at  their  discretion. 


4  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.    ther  proceedings  respecting  the  same  were  aban- 
>^';jj^|^  doned.     The  only  question,  therefore,  litigated 
na  Fiora«   in  the  Circuit  Court,  was  upon  the  point  of  da-< 
mages,  and,  ultimately,  a  decree  was  there  pro- 
pounced  reversing  the  decree  for  damages ;  and 
this  constituted  the  matter  of  the  present  appeal* 

Pending  the  proceedings  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
leave  was  granted  to  the  libellants  to  file  a  new 
count  or  allegation,  in  which  the  aggression  was 
stated  to  be  hostile,  and  with  intent  to  sink  and 
destroy  the  Alligator,  and  in  violation  of  the  law 
of  nations. 

The  facts  which  were  given  in  evidence,  and 
relied  on  to  support  the  allegations  in  the  libel, 
were  substantially  as  follows :  On  the  morning 
of  the  5th  of  November,  1821,  the  Alligator  and 
the  Marianna  Flora,  were  mutually  descried  by 
each  other  on  the  oeean,  at  the  distance  of  about 
nine  miles,  the  Alligator  being  on  a  cruize  against 
pirates  and  slave  traders,  under  the  instructions 
of  the  President,  and  the  Portuguese  vessel  being 
bound  on  a  voyage  from  Bahia  to  Lisbon,  with  a 
valuable  cargo  on  board.  The  two  vessels  were 
then  steering  on  courses  nearly  at  right  angles 
with  each  other,  the  Marianna  Flora  being  under 
the  lee  bow  of  the  Alligator.  A  squall  soon  af- 
terwards came  on,  which  occasioned  an  obscura- 
tion for  some  time.  Upon  the  clearing  up  of  the 
weather,  it  appeared  that  the  Marianna  Flora 
had  crossed  the  point  of  intersection  of  the 
courses  of  the  two  vessels,  and  was  about  four 
miles  distant  on  the  weather  bow  of  the  Alliga- 
tor.   Soon  afterwards  she  shortened  sail  and 
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bore  to,  having  at  thiu  time  a  vane  or  flag  on  her    1836» 
mast,  somewhat  below  the  head,  which,  together  Th^^||^ 
with  her  other  manoeuvres,  indnced  Lieutenant   »» P^'** 

* 

Stockton  to  suppose  she  Was  in  distress,  or  wish- 
ed for  information.  Accordingly,  he  deemed  it 
hie  duty,  upon  this  apparent  invitation,  to  ap* 
proach  her,  and  immediately  changed  his  course 
towards  her.  When  the  Alligator  was  within 
long  shot  of  the  Portuguese  ship,  the  latter  jired 
a  cannon  shot  ahead  of  the  Alligator,  and  exhi- 
bited the  appearance  and  equipments  of  an 
armed  vessel.  Lieutenant  Stockton  immediately 
h<H8ted  the  United  States'  flag  and  pendant. 
The  Mi^rianna  Flora  then  fired  two  more  guns^ 
one  loaded  with  grape,  which  fell  short,  the  other 
loaded  with  round  shot,  which  passed  over  and 
beyond  the  Alligator.  This  conduct  induced 
Lieutenant  Stockton  to  believe  the  ship  to  be  a 
piratical  or  a  slave  vessel,  and  he  directed  his 
own  guns  to  be  fired  in  return ;  but  as  they  were 
only  earronades,  they  did  not  reach  her.  The 
Alligator  continued  to  approach,  and  the  Mari- 
anna  Flora  continued  firing  at  her  at  times,  until 
she  came  within  musket  shot,  and  then  a  broad-  . 
side  from  the  Alligator  produced  such  intimida- 
tion that  the  Portuguese  ship  cdmost  immediately 
ceased  firing.  At  that  time,  and  not  before,  the 
Portuguese  ship  hoisted  her  national  flag.  Lieu- 
tenant Stockton  ordered  the  ship  to  surrender, 
and  send  her  boat  on  board,  which  was  accord- 
ingly done.  He  demanded  an  explanation  ;  and 
the  statement  made  to  him  by  the  Portuguese 
master,  and  other  officers,  was,  that  they  did  not 
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1826.  know  him  to  be  an  American  sbip  of  war,  but 
^J^JJ][>^^  took  him  to  be  a  piratical  cruizer.  Under  these 
na  Flora,  circumstances,  without  much  examination  of  the 
papers,  or  the  voyage  of  the  ship,  Lieutenant 
Stockton  determined  to  send  her  into  the  United 
States,  on  account  of  this,  which  he  deemed  a  pi- 
ratical aggression*  She  was,  accordingly,  man- 
ned, and  sent,* with  her  officers  and  crew,  under 
the  orders  of  Lieutenant  Abbot,  into  Boston. 

Feb.  t(Hh.  Mr.  J.  Knappf  for  the  appellants,  argued, 
(1)  upon  the  facts,  to  show  that  the  visitation  of 
the  Marianna  Flora,  and  her  detention  for  exam- 
ination and  search,  were  unlawful  and  unjustifia- 
ble. He  insisted,  that  the  Portuguese  master 
was  deceived  by  the  omission  of  the  Alligator  to 
affirm  her  flag  with  a  gun,  according  to  the  law 
and  usage  of  the  nations  on  the  European  con- 
tinent/ fie  had  a  lawful  right  to  resist  the  ap- 
proach of  the  other  vessel,  until  assured,  beyond 
all  reasonable  doubt,  of  her  true  national  charac- 
ter.^ A  remark  of  Lord  EUenborough,  in  an 
analogous  case,  recognises  such  manoeuvres  as 
were  used  by  the  Marianna  Flora,  as  coming 
within  the  legitimate  acts  of  defensive  resistance. 
He  Bays,  ^^  defence  might  happen  in  various 
ways,  as  by  making  a  show  of  confidence  in  the 
face  of  an  enemy,  with  a  view  to  deter  him  from 
an  attack."""    Upon  the  topics  of  the  nature  or 

a  2  Azimi,  203.    2  Wheat.  Rep.  Appendix^  10.    1  Code  dee 
Prieee^par  Le  Beauy  223. 

b  Puffend.  \.  2.  c.  S.  sec.  8.      2  Rutherf.  493.     2  Azunij  207. 
c  6  Eaet^e  Rep.  202. 
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(character  of  unblameable  defence,  and  the  time  1 826. 
when  forcible  resistance  may  lawfully  begin,  and  ^^^^^'^^^^^ 
the  extent  to  which  it  may  be  carried,  particularly  na  Flora. 
between  persons  belonging  to  different  civil  soci- 
eties, or  between  vessels  of  different  nations,  on 
the  ocean,  authorities  were  cited  from  various 
text  writers,  as  applicable  to  the  situation  of  the 
Portuguese  master,  and  justifying  his  conduct/ 
It  was  asked,  if  it  be  lawful  for  private  ships  to 
arm,  in  time  of  peace,  for  the.  purposes  of  self- 
protection,  whether  that  liberty  did  not  compre- 
hend the  right  to  do  with  force  whatever,  under 
existing  circumstances  of  apparent  peril,  human 
instinct  and  natural  prudence  would  dictate  ? 
Could  the  maxim  that  we  must  so  use  whdt  be- 
longs to  us  as  not  to  infringe  the  rights  of  others, 
be  inconsistent  with  this  principle  ?  Could  it  be 
the  duty  of  the  master  of  a  merchant  vessel 
armed  for  such  a  purpose,  when  his  nation  was  at 
peace  with  all  the  world,  and  when  the  seas  were 
infested  with  pirates,  to  suffer  another  armed  ves- 
sel to  approach  him  without  first  being  satisfied 
of  her  pacific  intentions  P  Still  less  was  it  his 
duty  to  submit  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  vi- 
sitation and  search,  (a  right  which  has  no  exis- 
tence in  time  of  peace,)  in  the  unlawful  manner 
in  which  it  was  attempted  to  be  exercised.^ 

2.  It  was  insisted,  that  if  the  search  and  ex- 
amination had  been  made  in  a  lawful  and  delibe- 
rate manner,  it  must  have  resulted  in  a  conviction 

a  1  Buther.  37'2— 377.  398. 180.     Pufend.  1.  2.  c.  5.  §  6.  8. 
t  2  Azmi^  205.     1  Masor^s  Rep.  24.     The  George. 
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1826.  of  the  innocence  of  the  Portuguese  ship,  and 
^jJljj^^J^Tjj^  her  consequent  immediate  liberation.  As,  in 
mi  Flora,  this  case,  simple  reparation  only  was  sought^ 
and  not  vindictive  damages^  it  was  considered 
sufficient  to  refer  to  the  case  of  the  AppotUm^ 
where  it  was  laid  down  by  this  Courts  that,  ex- 
cept in  cases  of  captures  jure  beUi,  or  on  exemp- 
tion expressly  created  by  statute,  even  probable 
cause  will  not  excuse  from  simple  reparation.* 
But,  there  must,  in  every  case,  be  probable  cause 
to  justify  the  seizure.^ 

S.  But,  it  was  further  contended,  that  the  sub- 
sequent detention  and  sending  in  of  the  ship  for 
adjudication,  was  wholly  unjustifiable,  and  sub- 
jected the  seizor  to  damages.  Even  the  harsh 
and  unbending  rules  of  prize  law  render  the  cap- 
tors liable  to  costs  and  damages  whenever  the 
evidence  of  the  neutrality  of  the  ship  and  cargo 
exists  on  board,  unless  it  is  afterwards  shown  to 
be  enemy's  property,  or  to  have  been  guilty  of 
some  unneutral  conduct,  rendering  it  liable  to 
confiscation.''  But  yet  there  was  a  distinction 
between  a  right  to  seize  and  examine,  and  a  right 
to  capture.  The  right  to  detain  and  send  in  for 
adjudication,  did  not  necessarily  follow  from  a 
seizure  and  examination,  which  might  have  been 
warranted  by  the  circumstances,  but  which  had 
not  resulted  in  showing  that  there  was  any  rea- 

o  9  Wheat.  Btp.  $74. 

6  2  Cranch's  Rep.  64. 170.     S  Cranch^t  Rep.  458. 

c  Wheat.  Copt.  312.  Jppx.  Crohe.  Reply  to  Schkgalf  62. 
2  Axuni,  212.  1  Doff.  Rep.  IBS.  2  Wheat.  Rep.  333.  The 
Anna  Maria. 
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son  to  doubt  the  true  character  of  the  Portuguese    1 826. 
vessel,  and  the  innocence  of  her  conduct.    But,  Jir^tjr>^ 

,1  t  •  1  4.    •  'TheManan- 

at  all  events,  the  misconduct  of  the  master,  sup-  na  Flora, 
posing  it  to  be  ever  so  aggravated,  could  not 
affect  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  whose  agent 
he  was,  for  ordinary  civil  purposes,  but  not  so 
as  to  subject  their  property  to  loss  or  injury  by 
his  unlawful  acts.  And  for  the  losses  accruing 
by  the  detention  of  the  ship  and  cargo  in  port, 
after  it  was  satisfactorily  ascertained  that  they 
could  not  be  proceeded  against  by  the  seizors, 
there  was  still  less  reason  to  doubt  the  right  of 
the  claimants  to  recover  damages.* 

4.  The  charge  that  the  Portuguese  ship  had 
attempted,  or  committed,  a  piratical  aggression 
or  restraint,  within  the  act  of  Congress,  was  con- 
sidered as  negatived  by  the  restitution,  with  the 
consent  of  the  captors,  in  the  Court  below.  What- 
ever might  be  the  nature  or  degree  of  the  of- 
fence meant  to  be  defined  by  the  act,  it  must  be 
piratical ;  and  all  the  authorities  define  piracy 
to  be  a  robbery,  or  forcible  depredation  on  the 
high  seas ;  and  they  all  concur,  that  a  bare  as- 
sault, without  taking  or  pillaging  something,  does 
not  constitute  this  crime.^  If  the  act  of  Con- 
gress goes  beyond  this  definition,  it  is  not  war- 

a  2  Bro.  Civ.  ^  Aim.  JLoto,  210.  5  Rob.  40.  The  St.  Juan 
Baptiflta.  4  Rob.  58.  The  Zee  SUur.  3  DaU.  Rep.  333.  2  Wheat. 
Rep»  Appx.  12. 

6  2  Woodee.  140.  2  Axunx^  351.  Bynk.  Q.  J.  Pub.  Dupon- 
ceau^M  tramh  127*  note.  2  Bro.  Civ.  ^  Adm.  Law,  462.  1  Sir 
L.  JenkM  Idfey  &c.  91 .  5  Wheat.  Rep.  I6I.  S  Wheat.  Rep. 
641. 
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1826«     ranted  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  cannot  give 
}:^^r^  jurisdiction  to  the  tribunals  of  this  country  over 

The  Marian-'  /.  /•       • 

na  Fioia.   the  persons  and  property  of  foreigners. 

Mr.  Blake,  for  the  respondents,  made  three 
points : 

(1.)  The  captors  were  justifiable,  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  in  subduing  and 
taking  possession  of  the  Portuguese  ship. 

(2.)  They  were  justifiable  in  sending  her  in 
for  adjudication. 

(3.)  There  was  probable  cause  of  seizure  and 
sending  in  for  adjudication. 

1.  Even  the  sentence  of  the  District  Court 
admits  that  Captain  Stockton  was  not  liable  to 
damages  for  the  mere  act  of  subduing  and  seiz- 
ing the  ship.  She  had  committed  a  hostile  and 
piratical  aggression  on  a  public  vessel  of  the 
United  States  in  time  of  peace.  The  learned 
counsel  here  entered  into  an  able  and  elaborate 
argument  upon  the  evidence,  to  show  that  the 
first  aggression  was  committed  by  the  Portu- 
guese ship,  and  that  it  was  not  justified  or  ex- 
cused by  the  conduct  of  the  Alligator.  It  was  a 
predetermined,  deliberate,  and  wanton  attack ; 
not  an  accidental  rencounter,  nor  the  result  of 
any  mistake.  It  was  an  act  of  private  war,  and 
the  amis  probandi  is  on  the  claimant  to  show 
that  it  was  authorized  by  the  law  of  nations.  Ad- 
mitting even  that  the  Alligator  pursued  the  Por- 
tuguese vessel,  she  had  an  unquestionable  right 
to  approach  her  in  time  of  peace ;  and  an  attempt 
to  exercise  the  right  could  not  be  construed  into 
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an  act  of  hostility,  or  warrant  the  use  of  force  to  1826. 
present  it.  As  the  ocean  is  the  common  pro-  f^^^^H^^^ 
perty  of  all  nations,  every  nation  has  a  right  to  na  Flora. 
its  free  use,  and  no  one  can  claim  the  exclusive 
control  of  a  larger  portion  them  is  sufficient  for 
the  purposes  of  its  ovE^n  movements/  The  regu- 
lations as  to  keeping  out  of  cannon  shot,  and 
sending  a  boat  on  board,  are  applicable  only  to  a 
state  of  war,  and  to  the  exercise  of  the  bellige- 
rent right  of  search,  which,  it  is  admitted,  does 
not  exist  in  tinie  of  peace.  Indeed,  these  regu- 
lations are  the  creatures  of  conventional  law, 
and  bind  those  nations  only  between  whom  they 
are  established  by  special  treaty.  But  the  Alli- 
gator was  a  public  armed  ship,  belonging  to  the 
navy  of  the  United  States,  and  sent  out  to  cruize 
against  pirates  and  slave  traders,  under  the  diffe- 
rent acts  of  Congress  passed  for  the  suppression 
of  these  offenders.  Captain  Stockton  was  au- 
thorized by  these  laws,  and  his  instructions  under 
them,  to  seize  and  subdue  all  vessels  and  persons 
offending  against  them,  wherever  they  might  be 
found.  If  every  vessel  on  the  ocean  has  a  right 
to  draw  around  her  a  magic  circle,  and  to  pre- 
vent by  force  the  approach  of  all  others,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  the  acts  of  Congress  must  remain  a 
dead  letter,  since  they  could  not  be  executed 
without  approaching  sufficiently  near  to  ascertain 
the  probable  character  of  the  vessel.  The  act 
of  heaving  to,  on  the  part  of  the  Marianna  Flora, 
indicated  either  a  desire  to  speak  the  Alligator, 
or  to  get  the  weather  gage  for  the  purposes  of 
annoyance ;  and,  in  either  case,  it  was  the  duty 
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1826.     of  Captain  Stockton  to  change  his  course,  and 

^T'i^^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^  Portuguese  ship.  But  the  circum- 
na  Flora.  Stance  of  the  hostile  guns  which  were  soon  af- 
terwards fired  from  the  Marianna  Flora,  without 
hoisting  any  national  flag,  made  it  still  more  im- 
peratively his  duty  to  approach  her ;  and  had  he 
avoided  the  rencounter,  he  could  not  have  justi- 
fied his  conduct  to  his  government  and  his  coun- 
try. He  had  a  right,  then,  to  pursue  and  cap* 
ture,  founded  upon  the  act  of  Congress,  and  his 
instructions.  He  was  justified  in  considering 
the  ship  as  having  not  only  attempted,  but  as 
having  actually  committed,  a  piratical  restraint 
and  aggression,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

But,  independent  of  the  authority  derived  from 
this  statute,  he  was  justified  in  pursuing  and  sub- 
duing the  aggressor,  upon  the  more  general 
grounds  of  natural  and  public  law.  The  right 
of  freely  navigating  the  ocean,  and  of  self-de- 
fence, of  repelling  force  by  force,  was  common 
to  both  vessels.  The  Alligator  was  not  bound 
to  decline  the  combat  by  flight.  In  the  expres- 
sive words  of  Baron  Puffendorf,  **  in  a  state  of 
nature,  the  aggressor  hath  no  right,  by  which 
the  other  party  is  bound  to  decline  his  violence, 
rather  than  oppose  it;  and  the  reason  why  a 
man,  under  his  natural  condition,  sometimes 
chooses  rather  to  fly  than  fight,  is  not  out  of  any 
favour  to  him  who  sets  upon  him,  but  because 
he  thinks  it  more  convenient  for  his  own  affairs 
to  fly,  like  hares j  whose  armour  is  in  their  feeV^^ 

a  L.  2.  c.  13.  s.  14. 
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This  doctrine  has  reference  to  the  condition  of  1820. 
man  in  a  statie  of  nature ;  and  such  was  the  con-  qJ^lTMariiin- 
dition  of  the  parties  now  before  the  Court,  when  «a  Flora. 
upon  the  ocean,  and  waging  war  with  ea5h  other. 
The  wndices  injuriarum  were  not  there,  and 
each  party  became  of  necessity  his  own  avenger 
and  judge.  As  to  the  Alligator  not  firing  a  gun 
in  affirmance  of  her  flag,  it  cannot  surely  be  pre- 
tended that  such  an  idle  ceremony  could  give  any 
additional  assurance  that  she  was  what  she  pre- 
tended to  be,  or  that  the  general  law  of  maritime 
states  requires  any  such  ceremony.  It  may  be 
the  particular  usage  of  Spain  and  Portugal,  and 
it  may  have  been  adopted  between  some  other 
nations  as  a  part  of  the  conventional  law ;  but  it 
has  reference  exclusively  to  a  state  of  war,  and 
is  a  mere  regulation  of  the  exercise  of  the  belli- 
gerant  right  of  visitation  and  search. 

Still  less  can  it  be  maintained  that  the  Portu- 
guese had  reasonable  grounds  to  suspect  that  the 
Alligator  was  a  pirate,  and  had  hostile  designs 
upon  his  ship,  and,  therefore,  he  had  a  right  to 
attack  and  destroy  her.  The  analogies  of  the 
municipal  law  may  assist  to  illustrate  this  branch 
of  the  inquiry.  What  degree,  or  what  grounds 
of  fear  of  bodily  harm,  will  justify  an  act  that 
may  result  in  the  destruction  of  human  life,  is, 
in  some  cases,  a  question  of  great  delicacy  and 
difficulty.  By  the  rules  of  the  common  law,  the 
rights  of  the  party  assailed  are  confined  within 
very  narrow  limits.  The  danger  must  be  mani- 
fest, impending,  and  almost  unavoidable.  But 
the  writers  on  natural  law  may,  perhaps,  on  this 
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1826.  occasion,  be  more  properly  cited  ;  and  the  fol- 
^^^^^1(^^^  lowing  passage  from  Puffendorf  affords  the  fuU- 
na  Fionu  est  illustration  of  the  principles  applicable  to 
this  subject.  ^^  Sometimes,"  says  he,  ^*  a  doubt 
has  arisen  whether,  if  one  assault  me,  by  mis- 
take, without  any  evil  design,  but  with  intent  to 
employ  his  force  against  another,  I  may  kill  him 
in  my  own  defence.  Grotius  makes  this  clear 
in  the  affirmative.  (De  J.  B.  acP.  lib.  11.  c.  1. 
s.  2.)  Inasmuch  as  nature  obliges  us  to  maintain 
peace  with  others,  it  may,  and  ought  to  be  pre- 
sumed, that  every  one  will  fulfil  this  obligation, 
unless  he  give  manifest  evidence  of  contrary  de- 
signs." *^  But  now,  (speaking  of  timely  prepa- 
rations for  self-defence,)  though  my  providing 
thus  far  for  my  security  can  be  injurious  to  none, 
yet,  before  I  can  actually  assault  another  under 
colour  of  my  own  defence,  I  must  have  tokens 
and  arguments  amounting  to  a  moral  certainty 
that  he  entertains  a  grudge  against  me,  and  has 
a  full  design  of  doing  me  a  mischief,  so  that,  un- 
less I  prevent  him,  1  shall  immediately  feel  his 
stroke.  Among  these  tokens  and  signs  giving 
me  a  right  to  make  a  violent  assault  upon  ano- 
ther man,  I  must  by  no  means  reckon  his  bare 
superiority  to  me  in  strength  and  power.  'Tis 
a  very  gross  way  of  philosophizing  which  some 
men  have  got,  when  they  tell  us,  by  way  of  ad- 
vice, '  He  that  is  able  to  hurt  you,  undoubtedly 
is  willing,  and,  therefore,  without  further  warn- 
ing, down  with  him.'  This  kind  of  doctrine  is 
manifestly  destructive  of  all  social  commerce 
among  men,  and  the  authors  commonly  cited  in 
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defence  of  it,  either  are  such  whose  character    1826. 
prevents  their  authority,  or  else,  in  the  passages  t^^^^^^^, 
alleged  from  them,  they  speak  only  of  precau-    na  Flora, 
tion  in  our  dealing  with  those  who  have  given  us 
sufficient  tokens  of  their  resolution  to  hurt  us/'* 

The  application  of  these  principles  to  the  case 
now  in  judgment,  is  too  plain  to  require  illustra- 
tion, and  seems  to  leave  no  doubt  that  the  re- 
spondents are  fully  justified  as  to  the  act  of  sub- 
duing and  capturing  the  appellant's  ship. 

The  counsel  also  commented  upon  a  passage 
from  Albericui  Gentilisy  which  had  been  relied 
on  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  District  Court  as 
supporting  his  decree,  but  which,  it  was  contend- 
ed, had  been  misunderstood ;  and,  at  all  events, 
was  but  the  opinion  of  a  private  individual  against 
the  solemn  judgment  of  a  Court  of  justice  in  a 
case  analogous  to  that  now  in  discussion.* 

a  Puffend.  1.  2.  c.  5.  s.  6. 

b  Albericua  Gentilis*  Hitpaniccs  AdvocaiioniSy  c.  27* 
Albericus  Gentilis  is  justly  reg^arded  as  one  of  the  founders  of 
the  modem  law  of  nations.  He  was  born  in  the  March  of  Anco- 
na,  in  the  year  1550,  and  left  Italy  with  his  father,  an  eminent 
physician,  who  was  obliged  to  fly  from  that  country  on  account  of 
his  religious  opinions.  The  son  afterwards  established  himself  In 
England,  where  he  obtained  a  chair  of  professor  of  the  civil  law 
at  Oxford,  in  1582,  and  died  at  London  in  l608.  His  works  are, 
De  Jure  Bettiy  in  three  books ;  De  Crimince  Lenm  MqjeMtatit ; 
De  NupHiMs  Comment,  ad.  L,  3.  Cod.  de  ProfeMSorihue  et  Me- 
diciss  an<l  ^he  work  above  referred  to,  Hipanicte  AdvocationiMg 
which  is  a  collection  of  opinions  given  by  him  as  the  counsel  of  Spa- 
nish claimants  in  the  English  Courts  of  prize,  and  may  be  consider- 
ed as  the  earliest  reports  of  adjudged  cases  of  maritime  law.  ( Afo- 
reri^  Diet.)  ^'Albericus  Gentilis,"  says  Sir  James  Mackintosh, 
^'  was  certainly  the  forerunner  of  Grotius.    The  opinion  enter- 
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1826.        2.  The  captors  were  equally  justifiable  in  send- 
Jijj^JJJ^Tjj^  ing  her  in  for  adjudication.    It  waa  the  exercise 

oa  Flora. 

taiDed,  at  the  time^  of  the  difference  between  theni|  will  be  seen  in 
the  following  words  •f  2iOUchy  the  pupil  and  successor  of  Gentilis 
at  Oxford.  'He  chiefly  followed  Albericus  Oentilis,  and  Hugo 
Grotius,  of  whom  the  former  justifies -all  his  positions  by  autkoru 
ties  of  UoDy  the  latter  tried  his  doctrines  by  the  test  of  reason.^  ** 
Edinh,  Rev.  toI.  27.  No.  53.  art.  9. 

Singular  mutability  of  human  opiniqus !  Nearly  all  the  writers 
cited  by  Gentilis  are  now  forgotten;  he  himself  is  hardly  known 
except  by  name ;  even  Grotius  is  little  read,  and,  however  exten- 
sive the  effects  of  his  great  work  on  his  own  age,  it  is  now  consi* 
dered  as  resting  more  on  the  authority  of  the  innumerable  writen 
of  every  age  and  nation  cited  by  him|  than  on  original  principles, 
or  the  deductions  oi  reason. 

The  editor  has  supposed,  that  the  following  translation  of  the 
passage  from  Gentilis,  above  referred  to,  would  not  be  unaccepta- 
ble to  the  reader. 

^  Concerning  an  English  vessel  which  fought  with  a  IWcait, 
and  was  taken. 

'<  An  English  ship  was  captured  by  a  Tuscan,  after  an  engage- 
ment, and  confiscated.  The  Florentine  Judges  state,  as  the  ground 
of  this  decree,  that  the  English  ship  was  the  aggressor,  and  that 
the  Florentine  acted  only  in  necessary  defence.  With  submission, 
your  honours,  1  will  reply,  that  your  premises  are  void  of  proba- 
bility, your  conclusion  of  truth.  For  instance^  he  is  presumed 
the  aggressor^  who  supposed  himself  injured;  in  such  a  casCy 
where  it  is  a  question  of  intention^  opinion  is  sufficient.  The 
Tuscan  may  have  supposed  himself  injured  by  the  conunerce  of 
the  English  with  the  Turks.  [Tlierefore,  the  Tuscan,  not  the 
Englishman,  was  the  aggressor.]  Again;  he  is  presumed  the 
aggressor  who  lies  in  waity  in  arms.  Such  was  the  case  of  the 
Tuscan,  who  (as  appears  from  what  he  had  done  to  other  vessels 
of  ours)  was  cruizing  for  our  merchantmen  in  that  trade.  Again  ; 
he  is  presumed  the  aggressor^  who  is  superior  in  strength.  And 
who  does  not  see  the  Tuscan  vessel  of  war  was  stronger  than  our 
merchantman  ?  Again ;  he  is  presumed  the  aggressor,  who,  being 
armed,  is  accustomed  to  conflicts.  Does  this  character  also  suit 
the  merchantman,  or,  rather,  the  cruizer?    Finally;  he  is  pre- 
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both  of  a  right  and  a  duty.    Taking  it  for  grant-    1826. 
ed,  that  there  was  a  right  to  subdue,  and  to  ci^p-  rm^M^JIJJJ^. 

na  Flora. 
8ume4  ike  aggre9$or^  whoj  under  the  circwanMiaacee  akeady 
eiatedf  canqutrs.    And  which  is  he  ?    Why  do  we  ask ;  the  de* 
cree  of  coodemnation  declares  that  the  Tuscan  first  fired  twice  on 
the  Englishmao. 

^  Again;  did  not  the  Tueotm  begin  the  battle?  He  is  coasH 
dered  as  beginning  who  has  provoked  to  the  battle,  to  hostility  ; 
and  he  is  considered  principal  in  the  crime,  with  whom  the  malice 
began,  and  to  him,  as  the  aggressor,  are  justly  imputed  the  conse- 
quences. AadmUthaee  Judges  teUmet  that  it  tea  practice  and 
eignqf  amity  to  fire  once  and  again  f  It  is  tl|e  custom  of  a  ship 
of  wai^ailing  another  vessel,  and  assuming  this  authority.  The 
Tuscan  vessels  practised  this  at  that  time,  and  in  other  cases. 
neOf  the  defence  of  the  EngUeh  teae  againet  a  claim  of  autho' 
rity,  against  tkreaie.  Th^  object  of  the  Tuscans  was  to  search 
our  ship,  as  appears  from  their  transactions  with  others;  they 
camp,  therefore,  to  intemipt  our  navigalioo,  to  intercept  our  com- 
merce, as  appears  from  what  they  did  with  others*  Deeds  declare 
th^  intention.  The  deed  of  the  Tuscans  was  unlawful,  if  a  hunts- 
man cannot  lawfully  enter  another  man's  farm  without  the  owner's 
permission ;  if  it  is  unlawfiil  to  injure  an  enemy,  in  a  neutral  terri- 
toiy,  and  if  territory  in  this  respect  diftr  not  firom  jurisdiction. 
Neither  shall  the  custom  above  alluded  to  (if  ever  any  where  so 
received)  be  now  obtruded  upon  me  as  a  law  of  the  sea  relative  to 
the  power  of  ships  of  war;  for,  although  the  custom  may  be  ad- 
mitted on  the  shores  of  the  prince  to  whom  the  vessel  belongs,  it 
cannot  in  other  seas.  Nor  let  us  regard  the  opinion  of  those  cus- 
tomary jurbts,  but  adhere  to  those  who  proceed  on  general  princi- 
ples. [!rAey  teach  that]  The  defence  €f  the  EngUeh  waijuet^ear- 
ing  an  attack.  And  the  bare  preparation  of  another  againet 
one  giving  me  a  right  to  oeeaytt  and  elay  him.  In  fact ,  I  am  not 
obUged  to  wait  till  lam  aeeaileeL  I  have  a  right  to  commence. 
This  is  the  opinion  more  favourable  to  humanity,  and  proved  from 
&cts  on  trial,  and  is  also  confirmed  by  all  the  writers.  ^  fFe  nmet 
go  to  meet  the  aseault,  [eay  l/iey,]  not  only  that  which  actually 

exietey  but  that  which  may  take  place.* 
Vol.  XI.  3 
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1826.     ture,  the  right  to  send  in  for  adjudication  follows 
^^^^f^^^^,  as  a  corollary.  The  right  to  seize  depended  upon 

na  Flora. 

"  The  defence  of  the  English  was  justifiable  even  on  the  behalf  of 
the  Turksy  who  were  to  suffer  injury  from  the  Tuscans  in  our  ship. 
For,  an  injury  is  done  to  us,  which  is  done  to  another  in  our  house; 
and  a  ship  is  compared  to  a  house.  So,  an  injury  done  to  a  fellow 
traveller,  is  done  to  us.  It  was,  therefore,  commendable  for  us  to 
defend  those  whom  we  had  undertaken  to  carry.  Nay,  we  our- 
selves were  entitled  to  be  spared,  although  carriers  [of  enemy's 
property,  simply  as  such]  should  not  be  so  entitled.  It  was  stiH 
necessary  for  us  to  defend  ourselves,  through  fear  lest  we  should 
suffer,  by  being  confounded  with  the  Turks,  and  by  a  wish  to  save 
our  own  property.  Thus,  in  a  case  still  harder  to  defend,  Cra- 
vetta  held,  when  a  city  shut  its  gates  on  its  lord,  through  fear  of 
being  ravaged,  and  for  the  sake  of  preserving  its  property,  and  in 
order  that,  with  a  few  guilty,  the  remaining  innocent  might  not  be 
confounded. 

"  If,  then,  it  was  a  defence  of  ourselves,  and  a  just  defence,  the 
attack  of  the  Tuscans  must  have  been  unjust.  But,  grant  that 
their  attack  was  just.  Certainly,  in  the  doubtful  conflict  of  just 
attack,  and  just  defence,  every  one  will  think  the  defence  entitled 
't6  favour.  There  are  all  degrees  of  just,  equitable,  and  favoured, 
and  that  which  is  more  just,  is  to  be  preferred  to  that  which  is  less 
so.  Butf  grant  that  the  assault  urns  on  our  side^  and  that  it  was 
unjust.  Shall  a  stipulated  surrender  avail  Its  nothing  f  They 
are  not  regarded  as  captured^  who  have  surrendered^  even  from 
extreme  necessity, 

^'  But,  grant  that  they  were  captured,  are  persons  and  property 
captured  the  perquisites  of  the  captor  ?  On  this  supposition, 
there  is  a  kind  of  war  between  us  and  the  Tuscans,  and  this  a  bat- 
tle between  enemies,  which,  therefore,  must  be  adjudged  by  the 
public  rules  of  war,  and  not  those  of  pirates  and  murderers.  The 
most  learned  Alciati  is  to  the  contrary,  and  the  plainest  law  teaches 
that  neither  captured  persons  nor  goods  accrue  to  the  captor. 

"  But,  grant  that  captured  goods  do  accrue  to  the  captor ;  the 
goods;  in  this  case,  did  not  belong  to  the  combatants ;  and  the  deed 
of  these  mariners  must  not  prejudice  the  owners.     The  mariners 
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the  fact  of  the  offence  committed  by  the  captured  1826. 
vessel.  The  captors  had  no  authority  to  apply  r^^JJ^Marij^^ 
the  law  to  the  fact,  to  sit  in  judgment  upon  the  na  Flora. 
case,  and  to  inflict  summary  justice  on  the  offend- 
er. Still  less  could  the  commander  of  a  public 
ship  be  expected  to  assume  the  responsibility  of 
suffering  the  offender  to  escape.  It  was  appa* 
rently  a  piratical,  or,  at  least,  a  hostile  aggression 
against  the  law  of  nations,  which  had  been  com- 
mitted upon  a  public  vessel  of  the  United  States. 
It  is  not  essential  to  constitute  the  piratical  re- 
straint and  depredation,  which  .  is  meant  to  be 
punished  by  the  act  of  Congress,  that  there 
should  be  an  intent  to  rob  or  plunder.  Any  wan- 
ton attack  on  a  vessel,  on  the  high  seas,  and  espe- 
cially an  attack  with  an  intent  to  sink  the  vessel, 
and  destroy  the  lives  of  the  officers  and  crew,  is 
clearly  within  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  act. 
If  a  homicide  had  been  occasioned  by  this  aggres^ 
sion,  it  could  not  be  considered  as  justifiable  or 
excusable,  upon  the  principles  of  the  criminal 
code  of  this,  or  any  other  civilized  country ;  and 
not  being  justifiable  or  excusable,  it  would  be  a 

are  not  to  be  understood  to  have  done  wrong  by  the  order  of  the 
owners ;  nor  the  latter  to  have  given  orders  otherwise  than  accord- 
ing to  mercantile  usage.  '  The  owners  must  not  suffer,  although 
the  mariners  should  say  they  had  acted  according  to  orders.' 

*^  See  how,  even  in  the  liberal  concessions  I  have  made  in  'the 
defence,  the  mariners  would  hardly  be  responsible,  the  owners  not 
at  all.  But,  since  the  defence  of  the  mariners  was  on  every  prin? 
ciple  JQSt,  what  follows  but  that  the  Tuscans  should  restore  to  us, 
as  to  persons  plundered,  every  thing  taken  away,  with  damages, 
costs,  interest,  profits,  &c.  to  the  last  farthing." 
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1826.  case  of  murder,  and  if  a  case  of  murder,  of  pi- 
.^j^TpV  ratical  murder.  Now,  if  the  act  attempted  to  be 
na  Flora,  doue  would  havo  been  piratical,  the  attempt  also 
was  piratical.  It  may,  indeed,  be  said,  that  the 
act  of  Congress  is  broader  than  the  rule  of  inter- 
national law  on  this  subject ;  that,  by  the  law  of 
nations,  an  attempt  to  commit  a  piracy  is  not  a 
piracy ;  and,  therefore,  the  detention  and  sending 
in  for  adjudication  was  unlawful.  Supposing 
this  to  be  so,  argumenti  gratia,  still  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  this  country  are  bound  to  protect  the 
officer  who  acts  under  it,  and  in  obedience  to  it. 
This  very  question  of  an  apparent  collision  be- 
tween the  law  of  nations  and  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance, was  presented  to  the  mind  of  that  great  man 
who  presides  in  the  British  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty, in  the  memorable  case  of  the  orders  in 
council,  and  disposed  of  without  hesitation  or 
difficulty,  upon  the  plain  and  intelligible  ground, 
that  he  could  not  presume  the  prize  ordinances 
of  his  own  country  to  be  repugnant  to  the  law 
of  nations.' 

But,  supposing  it  not  to  be  a  piratical  aggres- 
sion, or  an  attempt  to  commit  one,  still  it  was  an 
act  of  deliberate,  wanton,  flagrant  hostility,  com- 
mitted against  the  law  of  nations',  and  the  rights 
of  this  country  as  one  of  the  community  of  na- 
tions. For  such  an  ofience  there  must  be  some 
punishment,  and  the  appropriate  penalty  inflict- 
ed in  analogous  cases,  is  that  of  confiscation. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  Anne,*  this  Court  con- 

a  EdMD.  Adm,  Rep.  311.    The  Fox. 
b  3  Wheat.  Rep.  435. 
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deiiiiied>  as  prize  of  war,  enrany's  property  taken    IKilGL 
withifi  neotnii  jurisdiction,  upon  the  ground,  that  r^Jl^y[^^ 
the  captured  vessel  had  made  the  first  attack   m  Fion. 
upon  the  captor,  and,  by  this  act  of  aggression 
on    the    other  belligerant,  had    disturbed  the 
state  of  peace  which  is  always  supposed  to  ex- 
ist in  a  neutral  port. 

3.  There  was  probable  cause,  such  as  will  ex- 
empt tho  captors  from  damages.  Probable  cause 
is,  ii^here  a  seizure  is  made  under  circumstances 
which  warrant  suspicion,  and  upon  evidence  less 
than  that  which  would  justify  condemnation.'' 
No  ca»e  can  be  shown  where  a  Court  of  the  law 
of  nations  has  decreed  damages  merely  for  bring- 
ing in  for  adjudication,  if  the  original  seizure  was 
justifiable,  unless  under  peculiar  circumstances 
not  afiecting  the  principle,  or  its  application  to 
the  present  case.  The  learned  counsel  here 
cited  and  classified  all  the  cases  to  be  found  in 
the  English  books,  where  damages  had  been 
given  or  refused ;  and  deduced  from  them  the 
general  inference,  that  wherever  there  is  proba- 
ble cause  for  the  original  seizure,  the  captors 
are  only  liable  to  make  simple  restitution,  even 
if  upon  adjudication  it  turns  out  that  their  suspi- 
cions were  groundless.* 

a  7  Cranch*9  Rep.  348.    Locke  v.  United  States. 

h  The  three  classes  of  cases  affecting  this  question^  are^ 
(1.)  Where  domo^af  have  been  given  or  reAised  on  restitution. 
(2.)  Where  compemation  has  been  given,  or  refus^,  the  prize 
heing  h^t  in  the  hands  of  the  captors,  (3.)  Where,  although 
resthution  was  decreed,  the  captors  have  been  allowed  their  costs 
and  expenses, 

1.  In  the  Corier  Maritimo^  (1  Rob.  2870  il^murrage  was  given 
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1826.        Ab  to  the  decision  of  this  Cpurt  in  Murra/y  v# 
^Jj^]J^^^  The   Charming  Betsey,"  it  is  affirmed  by  Mr. 

naFlonu 

for  annec«ssary  detention,  and  unjustifiable  delay  in  procepdiog  to 
adjudication.  In  the  Zee  Slar,  (4  Rob,  71.)  demurrage  was  given 
to  the  claimants,  and  costs  and  expenses  refused  to  the  captors, 
(which  are  usually  allowed  even  on  restitution,)  for  improper  delay 
in  proceeding  to  adjudication.  In  the  7Vt7on,  (4  Rob,  78.)  costs 
and  damages  were  given  to  the  claimant  of  the  goods,  and  demur- 
rage for  the  ship,  for  seizure  on  an  insufficient  ground.  In  the 
Madonna  del  Burso^  (4  Rob.  lG9.)  all  the  circumstances  concur- 
red of  a  seizure  originally  unjustifiable,  protracted  detention,  and 
improper  delay  in  proceeding  to  adjudication  :  costs  and  damages 
were  given.  The  Peacock,  (4  Aob.  185.)  was  the  case  of  an  un- 
justifiable detentron  of  the  prize  vessel,  carried  into  Lisbon,  and 
delay  in  bringing  her  home  to  England  for  adjudication.  The 
WUheJuMburg,  (5  Rob,  143.)  demurrage  allowed,  and  the  ex- 
penses of  the  application  given  against  the  captors,  for  loss  arising 
from  his  not  bringing  the  captured  vessel  to  the  rnott  cowoenient 
port  for  adjudication,  within  the  meaning  of  the  prize  act.  In 
the  Zacheman,  (5  Rob,  152.)  which  was  a  mistake  as  to  the  law  of 
contraband  under  the  Swedish  treaty,  and  the  seizure  was  pro- 
nounced perfectly  justifiable,  demurrage  was  allowed  for  unreason- 
able delay.  The  Anna,  (5  Rob.  332.)  was  a  case  of  restitution, 
with  costs  and  damages,  for  a  violation  of  the  neutral  territory  of 
the  United  States.  The  seizure  itself  was  pronounced  to  be  un- 
justifiable, and  costs  and  damages  were  given,  because  the  prize 
ship  was  improperly  brought  from  the  mouth  of  the  Mississippi  to 
England  for  adjudication,  instead  of  being  carried  into  one  of  the 
West  India  islands.  In  the  Washington,  (6  Rob,  275.)  damages 
were  given  for  bringing  the  vessel  to  an  inconvenient  port.  The 
Acteon  (2  Dods,  48.)  was  an  American  ship  sailing  under  a  license, 
unlawfully  seized  and  burnt.  The  St,  Antonio  {Acton,  IIZ^ 
was  sailing  under  a  license  to  enter  the  port  of  Holland,  but  was 
seized  under  suspicion  of  an  intention  to  go  to  a  French  port.  On 
bringing  in,  .the  captors  ofiered  to  liberate  on  payment  of  their  ex- 
penses, but  afterwards  retracted,  and  went  on  to  adjudication. 
a  2  Cranch^sRep.  11 6.  122. 
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Dallas,  arguendo,  as  a  general  principle  of  ima-    1^6. 
ratime  law,  that  probable  cause  will  justify  a  ma-  r^jfJQj^. 
rine  seizure,  is  not  denied  by  the  opposite  coun-   aa  Hon* 
se],  and  is  impliedly  conceded  by  the  Court  in  its 
judgment,  the  *  whole  scope  of  which  goes  upon 

There  was  a  decree  of  restitutioo,  and  the  claimants  appealed  to 
the  Lords  for  costs  and  damages ;  the  appeal  was  rejected,  and 
the  claimants  condemned  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal.  In  the 
Catharina  Elizabeth^  {Acton^  309.)  costs  and  damages  were  f iven 
hy  the  Lords  for  carrying  the  captured  vessel  to  an  inconvenient 
port.  In  the  LouU,  (2  Doeb.  210.)  damages  were  refused  by  Sir 
W.  Scott,  although  he  held  the  seizure  clearly  illegal,  it  being  a 
case  of  the  first  impression. 

II.  The  rule  on  the  subject  of  compeUiog  the  captors  to  pro- 
ceed to  adjudication,  where  the  property  is  lost  in  their  hands,  is, 
that  where  the  seizure  is  unjustifiable,  the  captor  is  answerable  for 
every  Ices  or  damage.  In  cases  of  justifiable  seizure,  he  is  respon- 
sible for  due  diligence  only,  and  is  held  to  simple  restitution  in 
value. 

The  Carolina^  (4  Roh,  255.)  was  a  neutral  ship  which  had 
been  employed  in  carrj'ing  French  troops  to  Egypt,  aud  was  taken 
coming  away.  Had  she  been  taken  in  actual  delicto^  she  would 
have  been  liable  to  condemnation.  The  captors  were  bdd  exempt, 
not  only  from  costs  and  damages,  but  from  restitution  in  value,  the 
ship  having  been  lost  while  in  their  possession  by  stress  of  weather. 
In  the  WiJhamy  (6  Rob,  316.)  the  originarseizure  was  held  justifi- 
able, but  restitution  in  value  was  decreed  for  a  loss  occasioned  by 
,  not  taking  a  pilot  on  board,  but  no  damages  were  given.  In  the 
Der  Mohr^  (9  Rob  129.)  the  original  seizure  was  considered  as 
justifiable,  but  the  captors  were  held  responsible  to  make  restitu- 
tion in  value  (not  for  costs  and  damages)  on  account  of  th6  loss  of 
the  vessel  by  the  ignorance  and  wilfulness  of  the  prize  master. 

in.  In  general,  the  captors  ;ire  allowed  their  expenses  and  costs 
oD  restitution,  whenever  there.'  is  probable  causo  of  capture.  The 
Iminay  (3  Rob.  l67.)  The  Pnncipe,  {Edw.  70.)  The  only  ex- 
ceptlons  to  this  rule  are  where  there  has  been  some  negligence  or 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  captors.  There  are  a  great  number 
of  cases  on  this  head,  which  it  was  deemed  unnecessary  to  cite. 
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1826.  an  inferenee  of  faet  from  the  evidence,  that  there 
^^^^g^^  ^^  not  pMbable  cause  of  aeusure,  showing,  tha^ 
•n  flonk  if  there  had  beeA,  damages  would  not  have  been 
given..  In  Little  v.  Bareme,,'  the  Court  did  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  pro- 
bable cause  afforded  by  the  conduct  of  the  cap- 
tured vessel  to  suspect  her  of  being  an  Ameri- 
can, would  exempt  the  captors  from  damages, 
because  it  was  of  opinion  that  had  she  been  so, 
the  seizure  would  still  not  have  been  warranted 
by  the  law.  And  the  ease  of  Malmf  v.  Skatluck* 
was  the  application  of  the  ordinary  principle  of 
the  Prize  Court,  that  if  the  seizure  is  without 
probable  cause,  the  captors  ace  liable  to  make 
restitution,  with  costs  and  damages,  even  if  the 
property  be  lost  without  their  fault;  evidently 
implying,  that  if  there  had  been  probable  cause 
for  the  original  seizure,  they  would  not  have  been 
so  liable. 

Mr.  Webster,  on  the  same  side,  entered  into  a 
minute  examination  of  the  evidence,  in  order 
to  show  that  the  party,  who  was  in  fact  the 
wrong  doer,  and  the  aggressor,  now  appear- 
ed before  the  Court  in  the  character  of  a  plain* 
tiff,  seeking  redress  for  a  supposed  injury  done  to 
himself.  It  had  been  said,  that  the  owners  of 
the  ship,  and  of  the  cargo,  were  not  to  be  held 
responsible  for  the  misconduct  of  the  master. 
Thete  were  two  answers  to  this  objection ; 
(1.)  That  it  was  not  the  captors  who  were  seek- 

ft  2  Cranch^s  /lq>.  l59.  h  S  Cranch^€  Rep.  458. 
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iog  to  punish  the  owners,  but  the  owners  who    1 826. 
were  seeking  compensation  against  the  captors  m^J^""]!!^^ 
for  the  consequences  of  the  misconduct  of  their  na  FioTa. 
own  agent.    (2.)  That  the  universal  principle, 
applied  by  Courts  administering  the  law  of  na- 
tions, was  to  consider  the  thing  taken  in  delicto, 
as  responsible,  whether  it  was  the  property  of 
the  master,  or  of  others.    In  cases  of  blockade, 
of  contraband,  of  carrying  enemy's  property  with 
false    papers,   of  resistance    to   visitation  and 
search,  he  is  considered  as  the  agent  of  the  owner 
both  of  ship  and  cargo.     So,  also,  the  revenue 
laws,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  regard  him 
in  that  character,  and  subject  the  vessel  and  goods 
under  his  control  to  confiscation  for  his  unlawful 
acts.    In  every  case,  until  the  innocent  are  sepa- 
rated from  the  guilty,  until  examination  and  regu- 
lar adjudication  can  be  had,  the  law  is  compelled 
to  regard  the  ship,  and  every  thing  on  board,  as 
belonging  to  the  master. 

It  had  also  been  contended,  that  though  the 
original  seizure  might  be  justifiable,  the  captors 
were  liable  in  costs  and  damages  for  not  releas- 
ing the  vessel  after  she  was  subdued  and  seized. 
But*  it  was  not  pretended  that  Captain  Stockton 
had  authority  to  punish  her  himself;  and,  there- 
fore, unless  the  Portuguese  ship  had,  notwith- 
standing all  that  had  happened,  a  clear  right  to  go 
off  with  impunity,  he  had  an  unquestionable  right 
to  send  her  in  for  adjudication.  If  she  had  a 
right  to  pursue  her  voyage,  she  would  have  had 
the  same  right  if  the  consequences  of  her  aggres- 
sion had  been  ever  so  calamitous ;  if  she  had 
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1826.  crippled  the  Alligator,  and  destroyed  half  her 
'^[l^'^f^^^^^^^*  The  actual  consequences  being  less  se* 
na  Flora,  rious^  do  not  affect  the  right,  though  they  may 
the  exercise  of  discretion.  But  we  have  nothing 
to  do  here  with  the  question  of  military  discre^ 
tion.  The  captured  vessel  had  made  war.  She 
had  committed  what  was,  prima  facicj  a  piratic 
cal  restraint  and  depredation.  If  unexplained,  it 
was  piracy.  Whether  it  could  be  satisfactorily 
explained,  or  excused,  was  a  question  to  be  de- 
cided by  the  civil  tribunals.  It  was  not  too  much 
to  say,  that  the  captors  had  here  something  of  a 
belligerant  right.  The  act  of  Congress  was  not 
a  mere  municipal  law ;  it  was  a  prize  ordinance* 
The  seizure  was  not  a  mere  municipal  seizure. 
War  against  pirates  existed,  and  the  act  was  in- 
tended to  define  who  should  jye  treated  as  pi- 
rates. And,  even  if  the  Court  should  now  be  of 
opinion,  that  the  captured  vessel  ought  not,  under 
.  all  the  circumstances,  to  be  sent  in,  still  the  ques- 
tion recurs,  whether  Captain  Stockton  might  not, 
at  that  time,  have  thought  otherwise.  He  was 
called  on,  suddenly,  to  decide  and  act  on  a  ques- 
tion fiiU  of  difficulties,  and  which  has  occasioned 
no  little  embarrassment  to  the  civil  tribunals, 
with  all  the  advantages  of  a  deliberate  examina- 
tion. Even  with  these  advantages,  the  learned 
Judges  of  the  Courts  below  have  differed  in  their 
judgments  upon  it ;  and  yet,  it  is  now  contend- 
ed, that  this  naval  commander  was  bound  to 
be  better  instructed  in  the  laws  than  those  whose 
peculiar  duty  it  is  to  study  and  expound  them. 
Upon  these  grounds  it  was,  tliat  Sir  W.  Scott 
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tieleitninedy  in  the  case  of  the  Loms^*  that  it  1826. 
being  a  case  prinuB  impresnanis^  the  ^^V^^^^  ^^ll^^ili^^ 
were  exempt  from  costs  and  damages,  although  na  Fion. 
the  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  sei*^ 
zure  Itself  was  unjustifiable,  a  rfght  of  search  not 
existing  in  time  of  peace.  A  doubt  respecting 
the  true  construction  of  the  law,  is  as  reasona- 
ble a  ground  for  seizure,  as  a.  doubt  respecting 
the  fact/  But,  here  was  doubt  respecting  both 
fact  and  law,  and  that  doubt  is  not  yet  cleared 
up.  The  capture  was  made  in  repelling  what 
appeared,  at  the  time,  to  be  an  act  of  piratical 
aggression.  It  has  turned  out  not  to  be  so,  after 
a  J4Klicial  examination.  But,  the  question  is, 
what  it  appeared  to  be  recenti  facto.  It  cannot 
be  maintained,  that  an  habitual  course  of  pirati- 
cal depredation  is  necessary*  to  constitute  the  of- 
fence of  piracy  A  single  act  of  piratical  ag- 
gression, stimulated  by  revenge,  or  national  pre- 
judice, or  wanton  cruelty,  would  be  sufficient. 
The  act  of  Congress  evidently  supposes  it,  and 
is  in  conformity  with  the  public  law. 

It  had  also  been  argued,  that  this  wa&  a  muni- 
cipal seizure,  and  that  the  vessel  having  been  re- 
stored without  a  certificate  of  probable  cause, 
costs  and  damages  followed  as  a  matter  of  course. 
But,  it  was  insisted,  that  municipal  seizures  are 
for  offences  within  our  own  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion, or  by  our  own  citizens  elsewhere.  Here, 
the  proceedings  are  under  the  law  of  nations ; 
and,  if  found  guilty,  the  property  would  be  con- 

n  2  Dods.  Repn  210, 2Gi.  h  !^  CrcmdCs  Rep.  31 1 . 
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1826.  demned,  not  for  a  municipal  offence,  but  as  prizcy 
^^7C^  ^^nd  distributed  as  prize.  And,  even  if  it  liad 
na  Fioia.  been  a  municipal  seizure,  it  could  not  be  admitted 
that  such  consequences  would  necessarily  follow 
in  every  case,  without  regard  to  its  circumstances* 
The  true  principle  applicable  to  seizures  of  every 
kind  was,  that  the  party  having  a  right  to  cruize, 
and'  bring  in  some  vessels,  if  others  so  conduct 
as  to  give  themselves  the  character  of  those  who 
are  liable  to  capture,  they  would  be  entitled  to 
nothing  but  simple  restitution.  This  is  laid  down 
in  clear  and  satisfactory  terms  by  Sir  W.  Scott. 
^^  The  natural  rule  is,  that  if  the  party  has  been 
unjustly  deprived  of  his  property,  he  ought  to  be 
put  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the  same  state  as  he 
was  before  deprivation  took  place ;  technically 
speaking,  he  is  entitled  to  restitution  wiih  cwU 
and  damages.  This  is  the  general  rule ;  but,  like 
all  other  general  rules,  it  must  be  subject  to  mo- 
difications. If,  for  instance,  any  circumstances 
appear,  which  show  that  the  suffering  party  has 
himself  furnished  occasion  for  the  capture ;  if  he 
has,  by  his  own  conduct,  in  some  degree  contri- 
bjited  to  the  loss ;  then  he  is  entitled  to  a  some- 
what less  degree  of  compensation,  to  what  is 
technically  called  sinq^le restitution.^^* 

Mr.  Emmettf  for  the  appellants,  in  reply,  ar- 
gued, that  the  second  count  in  the  libel  filed  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  charging  a  hostile  aggressicm, 
was  inadmissible,  as  the  original  subject  matter 

a  The  Acteon,  2  Dodt.  Rep.  48. 
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of  the  suit  was  originally  eognizable  in  the  Dis-    1826* 
trict  Court,  (where  the  ship  and  cargo  had  been  mJ^JJ][JI|lJ^ 
acquitted  from  the  original  charge  of  a  piratietU  im  Fiim. 
aggression,)  and  to  allow  such  an  amendment 
would  be  to  institute  an  original,  and  not  an  ap- 
pellate proceeding,  in  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  appellants  were  entitled  to  damages  as 
claimed.  The  capturing  vessel  derived  her  right 
under  the  municipal  law.  The  piracy  alluded  to 
in  the  act  of  Congress  is  sea  robbery.  It  is  an 
act  to  protect  commerce  ;  and  the  history  of  the 
times  shows,  that  the  great  evil  to  be  remedied 
was  the  system  of  depredations  on  the  ocean. 
They  were,  indeed,  frequently  accompanied  with 
murder,  and  various  other  enormities.  But  these 
were  only  subservient  to  the  system  of  plunder, 
and  intended  only  to  facilitate,  or  conceal  the 
crimes  of  the  offenders.  The  piracy  referred  to 
is,  that  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  not  by  any  pe- 
culiar law  of  the  United  States.**  And,  even  if 
our  statutory  piracy  had  been  contemplated  in 
this  act,  it  would  not  apply  to  the  present 
case.  The  Crimes  Act  of  1790,  defines  the 
piracy  created  by  that  statute  to  be  *^  murder, 
or  robbery,  or  any  other  offence,  which,  if  com-- 
mitted  within  the  body  of  a  county,  would,  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  be  punishable  with 
death."  Now,  as  the  firing  by  the  Portuguese 
did  no  mischief,  no  offence  was  committed,  which, 
if  committed  on  land,  would  be  punishable  with 

a  United  SteOes  v.  Smith,  5   Wheat.  Rqp.  15S.    United  States 
V.  The  Pirates,  5  fVkeat  Rep.  184. 
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1826.  death.  Besides^  it  has  been  determined^  that 
^^!l^^^^^^^  this  section  of  the  Crimes  Act  does  not  extend 
na  Flora,  to  foreign  vessels/  For  the  purposes  of  this 
case,  then,  if  not  for  the  purposes  of  every  case, 
it  may  be  assumed,  that  the  piratical  aggression 
mentioned  in  the  act  of  the  3d  of  March,  1819, 
c.  76.  must  be  with  intent  to  rob  or  plunder.  Nor 
can  the  act  affect  the  antecedent  rights  of  other 
nations.  It  did  not,  and  could  not,-create  a  state 
of  war.  Pirates  are,  indeed,  called  hastes  hu- 
mani  generis ;  but  the  use  of  such  metaphorical 
language  is  often  calculated  to  mislead,  and  to 
confound  our  ideas  of  legal  rights.  They  are, 
indeed,  public  offenders,  like  the  highway  rob- 
ber, but  they  are  not  public  enemies  so  as  to  give 
those  who  cruize  against  them*  any  of  the  rights 
of  war  in  respect  to  the  subjects  of  friendly 
states  who  are  not  involved  in  their  guilt.  The 
act  could  not  give  to  our  own  ships  the  right  of 
visitation  and  search,  or  any  other  belligerant 
rights,  so  far  as  respects  foreign  nations.  It 
could  not  affect  the  pre-existing  right  of  Portu* 
guese  subjects  to  maintain  for  themselves  the 
privileges  of  a  state  of  peace.  Its  utmost  effect 
would  be  to  impose  on  vessels  of  this  country 
the  obligation  to  submit  to  examination,  and  the 
seizures  it  authorizes  must  be  regarded  as  strict- 
ly municipal.  The  commissioned  vessel  must, 
therefore,  act  on  credible  information,  or  on  evi- 
dence it  has  of  acts  of  piracy.    A  claim  to  exa- 

a  United  States  v.  Palmer,  3  Wheai.  Rep.610.    United  States 
V.  Clintock,  5  Wheat.  Rep.  144. 
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mine  or  detain  vessels  of  another  nation  on  sus-*  1826. 
picion,  without  information  or  evidence,  would  .j.^^'^^j^ 
be  as  large  as  the  belligerant  right  of  search,  «a  Fiw*. 
though  under  another  name.  If  the  commission- 
ed  vessel  acts  against  a  foreign  vessel,  it  acts  at 
its  own  peril,  and  (more  especially  when  it  acts 
withotit  information  or  evidence)  must  abide  the 
consequences  as  to  damages  if  it  has  acted  erro- 
neously. In  capiureB  jure  belli j  if  there  be  pro- 
bable cause,  the  captors  are  entitled,  as  of  right, 
to  an  exemption  from  damages ;  but,  in  case  of  a 
municipal  seizure,  there  must  be  some  provision 
of  positive  law  creating  and  defining  the  exemp- 
tion. The  pairty  who  seizes  does  it  at  his  pe- 
ril ;  if  condemnation  follows,  he  is  justified  ;  if  an 
acquittal,  then  he  must  make  compensation,  un- 
less he  can  protect  himself  under  some  statute.* 

It  has  been  said,  that  under  this  construction, 
the  act  would  become  a  dead  letter.  The  same 
was  said  in  the  case  of  the  LauiSf  and  the  answer 
of  Sir  W.  Scott  to  the  objection  is  conclusive 
and  pertinent  to  the  present  case. 

But  the  objection  is  unfounded.  The  dange- 
rous pirates  are,  for  the  most  part,  not  difficult  to 
distinguish.  Their  haunts,  their  habits,  their  ap- 
pearance, point  them  out ;  and  though  the  com- 
missioned officer  acts  at  his  own  risk,  yet  if  he 
act  on  those  indicia,  and  on  information  and  evi- 
dence, and  stays  his  hand  where  he  can  find  no 
trace  or  evidence  of  guilt,  he  incurs  no  real  dan- 

a  The  Apollon,  9  Wheat.  Rep.  372. 
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1826.  ger  of  being  liable  to  damages ;  and,  in  any  event, 
m^^M^^  "^y  ^®^y  ^^  ^^^  justice  and  liberality  of  his  own 
]i»  Flora,  government  for  protection.  This  is  also  the 
doctrine  of  the  municipal  law  in  analogous  cases 
on  land,  both  criminal  and  revenue  proceedings. 
One  of  the  privileges  of  a  state  of  peace,  which 
the  Portuguese  have  still  a  right  to  maintain  for 
themselves,  is  the  benefit  of  the  principle,  that 
on  the  high  seas  the  merchantman  is  equal  to  the 
man-of-war.  Each  may  protect  itself  according 
to  its  sense  of  expediency  and  necessity,  and  re- 
sist the  doing  of  any  thing  by  the  other,  as  a 
Ttgktf  which  is  not  a  right.  If  the  man-of-war 
has  no  right  to  examine,  the  merchantman  has  a 
right  to  resist  that  examination.  Even  in  war,  a 
vessel  navigating  the  ocean  may,  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent, draw  a  line  of  jurisdiction  around  itself. 
This  is  proved  by  the  restrictions  put  on  the 
right  of  search.  It  is  said,  indeed,  that  these 
are  the  result  of  treaty  stipulations.  But  they 
are  the  result  of  a  true  interpretation  of  the  law 
of  nations,  and .  have  been  recognised  in  treaties, 
because  England  had  practically  violated  the 
right.  A  fartiofiy  in  time  of  peace  may  every 
vessel  draw  a  circle  of  jurisdiction  around  itself, 
and  resist  the  exercise  of  that  search  and  visita- 
tion which  is  not  lawful  in  time  of  peace.  It  is 
upon  this  ground  that  Sir  W.  Scott  held  the  doc- 
trine, that  if  a  neutral  resist  search,  not  knowing 
of  the  existence  of  a  war,  it  is  no  ground  of  con- 
demnation ;""  and  that  still  more  recently  he  has 

a  The  St.  Juan  Baptista,  5  Rob.  Rep.  36. 
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determined  that  the  ri^t  of  visitation  and  18S6; 
search  does  not  exist,  and  cannot  be  exercised  ,iS^^^f^ , 
in  time  of  peace.''  Every  ship  navigating  the  na  Fion^^ 
ocean  in  time  of  peace  may  af^ropriate  to  her 
temporary  use  so  much  of  it  as  is  necessary  to 
her  protection,  consulting  the  equal  rights  of 
others.  It  is  a  right  that  will  lie  dormant^  and 
never  be  exercised  except  upon  real  apprehen- 
sion. When  there  is  no  apprehension  of  dan- 
ger, the  consent  to  approach  vrill  never  be  witlh* 
held.  But  the  right  to  approach  in  innttum  can 
never  exist ;  and,  both  parties  being  independent 
and  equal,  each  party  is  to  judge  for  himself  as 
to  the  extent  and  reality  of  that  danger.  Unless 
this  exclusive  right  of  judgment  is  maintained, 
the  approadi  of  pirates  could  never  be  prevent-* 
ed,  who  frequently  assume  the  flag  of  pofalic 
ships,*  and  fall  upon  their  victims  under  tins  dis- 
guise. 

The  learned  counsel  here  argued  upon  the 
evidence  to  show,  that  upon  a  just  application  of 
these,  principles,  the  conduct  of  the  Marianna 
Flora  was  perfectly  justifiable. .  The  first  fault 
was  committed  by  the  Alligator  in  chasing,  and 
not  affirming  her  flag  with  a  gun.  This  is  the 
law  of  nations,  and  recognised  as  such  by  every 
maritime  nation  on  the  continent  of  Europe. 
The  language  of  Azwd  on  this  subject  is  pecu-* 
liarly  appropriate  to  the  present  case.  He  says, 
"  the  fear  of  meeting  with  a  pirate,  and  being  the 
dupe  of  deceitful  appearances,  is  the  reason  why 

a  The  Louis,  2  JDoA.  Rep.  210. 
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1826.  no  credit  is  given  to  the  flag  of  a  ve88el^  though 
^^^ii^^^^y^  of  toar.^^*  Had  the  flag  been  affirmed,  in 
aa  Flora,  this  instance,  in  the  manner  to  which  the  Portu^ 
guese  are  accustomed,  they  would  not  have  re- 
sisted the  attempt  to  approach  their  vessel,  and 
all  the  present  consequences  would  have  been 
avoided. 

Thej  might  also  have  been  avoided,  by  that 
deliberate  and  impartial  examination,  which  it 
was  Captain  Stockton's  duty  to  make,  before  he 
decided  on  sending  in  the  ship  for  adjudication. 
It  would  have  been  his  duty,  even  in  war,  to  ex- 
amine faithfully  the  ship's  papers,  and  pay  due 
respect  to  the  evidence  produced/  But,  it  is 
said,  that  the  usual  documentary  evidence  would 
prove,  nothing,  since  it  was  not  a  question  of  pro- 
prietary interest  or  neutral  character.  The  an* 
swer  is,  that  the  ship's  papers  would  have  shown, 
that  the  vessdf  whom  he  treated  as  a  pirate,  was 
an  innocent  merchantman ;  and  that  the  cargo 
was  not  liable,  by  the  act,  to  confiscation,  even  if 
the  vessel  had  been  guilty  of  a  piratical  aggres- 
sion. The  4th  section  of  the  act  only  subjects 
the  vessel  or  boat  to  confiscation,  and  even  that 
must  be  understood  with  the  implication  that 
they  are  the  property  of  the  wrong  doers ;  for 
the  master  can  never  be  considered  as  the  owner 
even  of  the  ship,  so  as  to  subject  it  to  forfeiture 
for  his  criminal  acts,  much  less  can  he  be  consi- 
dered as  the  owner  of  the  cargo  for  such  a  pur- 

a  2  ^21011, 204.  602.  c.  S.  ^  S. 
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pose.    In  the  words  of  this  Court,  it  inaj  be  said,    1926. 
that,  **  however  general  and  comprehensive  the  iJj^'JJJlJJllJJ^ 
phrases  used  in  our  municipal  laws  may  be,  they   na  Fiov^ 
must  always  be  restricted  in  construction  to  places 
and  persons  upon  whom  the  legislature  has  au- 
thority and  jurisdiction."'' 

Nor  can  it  be  maintained  that  here  was  an  act 
of  private  unauthorized '  war  committed  by  the 
Portuguese,  which,  being  a  violation  of  the  law  of 
nations,  would  subject  the  vessel,  if  taken  in  de^ 
lictOj  to  confiscation.  Private  war  never  gives 
the  right  of  capture  and  confiscation.*  That 
belongs  to  public  war  alone.  In  time  of  war, 
every  violation  of  belligerant  rights  is  followed 
by  condemnation,  because  it  is^onsidered  as  evi-  ^ 

dence  of  enemy^s  property,  which,  by  the  laws 
of  war,  is  transferred  to  the  capturing  power. 
But,  in  time  of  peace,  to  make  every  violation 
of  the  law  of  nations,  however  slight,  produce 
the  condemnation  of  property,  however  valuable, 
and  belonging  to  innocent  persons,  would  reduce 
the  law  of  nations  to  the  sweeping  severity  of 
Dracoes  code. 

In  this  case,  the  sending  in  for  adjudication  has 
4>een  sought  to  be  justified  by  hypothetical  rea- 
soning, grounded  upon  the  supposition  that  Uvea 
might  have  been  lost ;  and  a  learned  discussion 
of  the  municipal  law  of  homicide  was  entered 
into,  to  show,  that  if  any  of  the  Alligator's  crew 

a  Tbe  ApoUon,  9  Wheat.  Rip.  S7Q. 
b  SieOfOrt^M  Vkre  Afim,  Rep.  SOI. 
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1896.  had  been  killed,  it  would  have  been  murder; 
^Jj^^Jj[^_  and,  then  it  is  asked,  whether  it  would  not  have 
Ml  Fiora.  been  Captain  Stockton's  duty  to  send  in  for  trial, 
for  what  would  have  been  clearly  piracy.  But 
we  are  to  deal*  with  the  case  as  we  find  it.  No 
lives  were,  in  fact,  lost ;  no  injury  done  to  the 
vessel.  It  was  nothing  but  the  offence  of  firing, 
and  in  self-defence,  against  a  vessel  that  turned 
out  to  be  a  public  ship  pf  war,  but  which  did  not 
at  first  manifest  her  character  in  the  mode  to 
which  the  Portuguese  had  been  accustomed. 
Was  it  possible  to  suppose  that  such  an  act  could 
produce  the  confiscation  of  the  cargo  belonging 
to  innocent  owners,  or  of  the  ship,  the  owner  of 
vrikich  was  equally  innocent  ?  It  was  at  most  a 
marine  trespass,  cognizable  in  the  Courts  of  the 
cdffimder,  because  it  was  not  a  case  of  war,  nor 
to  be  determined  by  the  law  of  war ;  or  if  there 
weate  a  doubt  whether  there  was  any  thing  of  na- 
tional insult  in  it,  it  might  be  a  fit  subject  to  be 
repfresented  to  this  government  for  diplomatic 
disbussion.  But,  after  the  ship  and  cargo  were 
brought  in,  and  it  was  ascertained  that  she  couM 
not  be  subjected  to  confiscation^  why  were  they 
detained  and  proceeded  against  as  if  captured 
jure  belli  t  Here  are  a  series  of  wrongs^  for 
which  they  who  suffer  damage  must  look  for 
compensation  tp  him  whom  the  law  considers  as 
the  wrong  doer,  although  many  of  them  were 
the  acts  of  his  agents,  and  done  in  his  absence. 
They  do  not  seek  vindictive  damages,  but  simple 
compensation  only.    The  long  list  of  cases  which 
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haa  been  arrayed  against  us  cannot  furnish  a  rule  1826« 
for  a  seizure,  which  was  not  made  jure  beUiy  ^^^m!^^^^^ 
which  (if  to  be  justified  at  all)  must  be  considered  na  FJonu 
aa  having  been  made  in  execution  of  a  municipal 
statute.  Will  probable  cause,  even  if  it  existed^ 
fifimish  a  defence  in  such  a  case  ?  That  is  not 
the  law  of  Iloyt  v.  GeUUmy''  which  was  a  setzure 
under  an  act  of  Congress,  and  where  there  waa 
probable  cause,  though  it  was  not  certified  by  the 
Court  according  to  the  statute.  Is  it  the  law  of 
any  case  where  the  wrong  doer  acts  under  muni- 
cipal laws  on  his  own  responsilnlity  ?  Is  it  the 
law  to  be  collected  firom  the  cases  of  the  At-- 
torn/  of  Murray  v.  The  Charming  Bet»ey^^  of 
I/itlie  V.  BarmUy^  of  the  Jeune  Eugenie/  or  eren 
fii  the  Louis  1^  In  the  last  case,  indeed,  damages 
were  refused,  because  \X  vfnR  jmma  imprenimm 
•-*-a  ease  of  some  doubt  and  difficulty  as  to  the  new 
eoa8trttcti<»i  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  the  apfkli*- 
cation  of  the  French  decree  respecting  the  slave 
trade,  and  the  parties  seeking  damages  were 
stained  with  crime.  But  here  the  law  is  old,  and 
well  settled;  and  nothing  but  the  offence  is  of 
novel  impression.  The  parties  are  innocent ;  and 
die  very  novelty  of  the  ofienoe  ought  more  cer- 
taittly  to  secure  its  punishment. 

Mr.  Justice  Stort  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  ^^^^  ^^^ 

a  19  Jhhu.  Rep.  141.  56l.    3  Wheat.  Rep.  246. 
h  2  J>od8.  Rep.  48.  52.  c  2  Cranch^s  Rep.  12dt. 

d  2  Cranch^gRep.  170.  e  2  Mason^s  Rep.  40P.  439. 

/  2Dod9.  Rep.  210. 
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1826.  Court,  and  after  stating  the  pleadings,  proceeded 
,Jjf^^; as  follows: 

M  Flora.  An  objection,  which  is  prehminary  in  its  na- 
^     ^        ^tare,  has  been  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  this 

Ameooment  of  "^ 

the  pleading!  now  count  to  the  libel,  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court, 

by    adding    a 

new  count  toupon  the  grouud,  that  the  original  subject  matter 
was  exclusively  cognizable  in  the  District  Court ; 
and  to  allow  this  amendment  would  be  to  insti- 
tute an  original,  and  not  an  appellate  inquiry  in 
the  Circuit  Court.  But  the  objection  itself  is 
founded  on  a  mistaken  view  of  the  rights  and  au- 
thorities of  appellate  Courts  of  admiralty.  It 
is  the  common  usage,  and  admitted  doctrine  of 
such  Courts,  to  permit  thq  parties,  upon  the  ap- 
peal, to  introduce  new  allegations,  and  new 
proofs,  mm  allegata  aHegarCf  et  nan  probata 
probare^  The  Courts  of  the  United  States,  in 
the  exercise  of  appellate  jurisdiction  in  admiralty 
causes,  are,  by  law,  authorized  to  proceed  accord-* 
ing  to  the  course  of  proceedings  in  Admiralty 
Courts.  It  has  been  the  constant  habit  of  the 
Circuit  Courts,  to  allow  amendments  of  this  na- 
ture in  cases  where  public  justice,  and  the  sub- 
stantial merits,  required  them  ;  and  this  practice 
has  not  only  been  incidentally  sanctioned  in  this 
Court ;  but  on  various  occasions  in  the  exercise 
of  its  own  final  appellate  jurisdiction,  it  has  re- 
manded causes  to  the  Circuit  Court,  with  direc- 
tions to  allow  new  counts  to  be  filed.  We  may, 
then,  dismiss  any  farther  discussion  of  this  ob- 
jection^ and  proceed  to  the  main  questions  ia 
c:ontroversy.     [Here  the  learned  judge  recapitu- 
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lated  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  have  been  be*    1926. 

fore  stated-]  "n^rM^ 

In  considering  the  circumstances,  the  Conrt   naFioraip 
has  no  difficulty  in  deciding,  that  this  is  nota^^^  ue^msfi 
case  of  a  piratical  airsression,  in  the  sense  of  the  pi»tieai   ag^ 

*^  ^o  '  gretsion  under 

act  of  Congress.  The  Portuguese  ship,  though  tbe  act  of  Ofck- 
armed,  was  sq  for  a  purely  defensive  mercantile 
purpose.  She  was  bound  homewards  with  a  va- 
luflible  cargo  on  board,  and  could  have  no  motive 
to  engage  in  any  piratical  act  or  enterprise.  It 
is  true,  that  she  made  a  meditated,  and,  in  a  sense^ 
a  hostile  attack,  upon  the  Alligator,  with  the 
avowed  intention  of  repelling  her  approach,  or 
of  crippling  or  destroying  her.  But,  there  is  no 
reason  to  doubt,  that  this  attack  was  not  made 
with  a  piratical  or  felonious  intent,  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of  wanton  plunder,  or  malicious  destructioQ 
of  property.  It  was  done  upon  a  mistake  of  the 
facts,  under  the  notion  of  just  self-defence, 
against  what  the  master  very  imprudently  deem- 
ed a  piratical  cruizer.  The  combat  was,  there- 
fore, a  combat  on  mutual  misapprehension ;  and 
it  ended  without  any  of  those  calamitous  conse- 
quences to  life  which  might  have  brought  very 
painful  considerations  before  the  Court. 

It  has,  indeed,  been  arirned  at  the  bar,  that  The  act  «c» 
even  if  this  attack  had  been  a  piratical  aggres-^^'^^esMOit 
sion^  it  would  not  have  justified  die  capture  and 
sending  in  of  the  ship  for  adjudication,  because 
foreign  ships  are  not  to  be  governed  by  our  mu- 
nicipal regulations.  But  the  act  of  Congress  is 
decisive  on  this  subject.  It  not  only  authorizes  a 
capture,  but  a  condemnation  in  our  Courts,  for 
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1826.    such  aggretraions ;  and  whatever  may  be  the  re^ 
,^j^J^^^  sponsibility  incurred  by  the  nation  to  foreign 
iMt  Flora,   powers,  in  executing  such  laws,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  Courts  of  justice  are  bound  to  obey 
aad  administer  them. 
jffot  a  case  of     The  Other  count,  which  seeks  condemnation 
!i^'ror'whTch  on  the  ground  of  an  asserted  hostile  aggression, 
tllken  te'leS^^.  admits  of  a  similar  answer.     It  proceeds  upon 
wifi^a^tionb^        principle,  that,  for  gross  violations  of  the 
liool! ^  ®^  ■■•  law  of  nations  oh  the  high  seas,  the  penalty  of 
confiscation  may  be  properly  inflicted  upon  the 
offending  property.    Supposing  the  general  rule 
to  be  so  in  ordinary  cases  of  property  taken  in 
delicto,  it  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  admitted,  that 
every  olBfence,  however  small,  however  done  un- 
der a  mistake  of  rights,  or  for  purposes  wholly 
defensive,  is  to  be  visited  with  such  harsh  punish- 
ments.   Whatever  may  be  the  case,  where  a 
gross,  fraudulent,  and  unprovoked  attack, is  made 
by  one  vessel  upon  another  upon  the  sea,  which 
is  attended  with  grievous  loss  or  injury,  such  ef- 
fects are  not  to  be  attributed  to  lighter  faults,  or 
common  negligence.     It  may  be  just,  in^  such 
cases,  to  award  to  the  injured  party  full  compen- 
sation for  his  actual  loss  and  damage ;  but  the  in- 
fliction of  any  forfeiture  beyond  this  does  hot 
seem  to  be  pressed  by  any  considerations  de- 
rived from  public  law. 

Pirates  may,  without  doubt,  be  lawfully  cap- 
tured on  the  ocean  by  the  public  or  private  ships 
of  every  nation ;  for  they  are,  in  truth,  the  com* 
mon  enemies  of  all  mankind,  and,  as  such,  are 
liable  to  the  extreme  rights  of  war.    And  apira« 
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ttcal  aggression  by  an  armed  vessel  sailing  un-  1826. 
der  the  regular  flag  of  any  nation^  may  be  j^s^tyr^IJjfJJfJIJIlJJ^ 
subjected  to  the  penalty  of  confiscation  for  such  na  Fioia.  ^ 
a  gross  breach  of  the  law  of  nations.  But  every 
hostile  attack,  in  a  time  of  peace,  is  not  neces- 
sarily piratical.  It  may  be  by  mistake,  or  in  ne- 
cessary self-defence,  or  to  repel  a  supposed  medi- 
tated attack  by  pirates.  It  may  be  justifiable, 
and  then  no  blame  attaches  to  the  act ;  or,  it  may 
be-  without  just  excuse,  and  then  it  carries  re- 
sponsibility in  damages.  If  it  proceed  farther, 
if  it  be  an  attack  from  revenge  and  malignity, 
from  gross  abuse  of  power,  and  a  settled  purpose 
of  mischief,  it  then  assumes  the  character  of  a 
private  unauthorized  war,  and  may  be  punished 
by  all  the  penalties  which  the  law  of  nations  can 
properly  administer. 

These  latter  ingredients  are  entirely  wanting 
in  the  case  before  us  ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  ques- 
tion of  forfeiture  were  now  in  judgment,  we 
should  have  no  doubt,  either  upon  the.  act  of  Con- 
gress, or  the  general  law,  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
enforced. 

But,  in  the  present  posture  of  this  cause,  the 
libellants  are  no  longer  plaintifi^s.  The  claim-* 
ants  interpose  for  damages  in  their  turn,  and  have 
assumed  the  character  of  actors.  They  contend 
that  they  are  entitled  todaihages,  first,  because  the 
conduct  of  Lieutenant  Stockton,  in  the  approach 
and  seizure  of  the  Marianna  Flora,  was  unjusti- 
fiable; and,  secondly,  because,  at  all  events,  the 
subsequent  sending  her  in  for  adjudication  was 
without  any  reasonable  cause. 

Vol*  XT.  r> 
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1826.        In  considering  these  points,  it  is  necessary  to 
^i^2r^  ascertain  what  are  the  riirhts  and  duties  of  arm- 

The  Marian-  .        .  ,  .       .• 

na  Fioia.    ed,  and  other  ships,  navigating  the  ocean  in  time 

Rights  and  du.  of  peace.     It  is  admitted,  that  the  right  of  visita- 

Lnd  ^^  *  mhcJ  ^*^^  ^^^  search  does  not,  under  such  circum^ 

u'n'^^he"  oclan  ®**"^®»  bcloug  to  the  publlc  ships  of  any  nation. 

in    time    of  fhis  Hght  is  strictly  a  belligerant  right,  allowed 

by  the  general  consent  of  nations  in  time  of  war, 

and  limited  to  those  occasions.    It  is  true,  that  it 

has  been  held  in  the  Courts  of  this  country,  that 

American  ships,  offending  against  our  laws^  and 

foreign  ships,  in  like  manner,  offending  within 

our  jurisdiction,  may,  afterwards,  be  pursued  and 

seized  upon  the  ocean,  and  rightfully  brought 

into  our  ports  for  adjudication.     This,  however, 

has  never  been  supposed  to  draw  after  it  any 

right  of  visitation  or  search.    The  party,  in  such 

case,  seizes  at  his  peril.    If  he  establishes  the 

forfeiture,  he  is  justified.    If  he  fails,  he  must 

make  full  compensation  in  damages. 

Upon  th^  ocean,  then,  in  time  of  peace,  all 
possess  an  entire  equality.  It  is  the  common 
highway  of  all,  appropriated  to  the  use'  of  all ; 
and  no  one  can  vindicate  to  himself  a  superior 
or  exclusive  prerogative  there.  Every  ship  sails 
there  with  the  unquestionable  right  of  pursuing 
her  own  lawful  business  without  interruption ; 
but,  whatever  may  be  tl^t  business,  she  is  bou|id 
to  pursue  it  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  violate 
the  rights  of  others.  The  general  maxim  in 
such  cases  is,  sic  utere  tuoj  ut  nan  alienwm 
Uedas. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  no  ship  has  a  right  to 
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approttdi  aoother  at  sea;  and  that  every  ship    1828. 
has  a  riffht  to  draw  round  her  a  line  of  jurisdic-  Jtl^TiTV 

.  ^ .        1  •   1  1        .         1  The  Manan- 

tion,  withm  which  no  other  is  at  liberty  to  intrude,  na  Flora. 
In  short,  that  she  may  appropriate  so  much  of 
the  ocean  as  she  may  deem  necessary  for  her  pro- 
tection, and  prevent  any  nearer  approach. 
.  This  doctrine  appears  to  us  novel,  and  is  not  ^ 
aupported  by  any  authority.  It  goes  \o  establish 
opim  the  ocean  a  territorial  jurisdiction,  like  that 
which  is  claimed  by  all  nations  within  cannon 
shot  of  their  shores,  in  virtue  of  their  general 
sovereignty.  But  the  latter  right  is  founded 
upon  the  principle  of  sovereign  and  permanent 
appropriation,  and  has  never  been  successfully 
asserted  beyond  it.  Every  vessel  undoubtedly 
has  a  right  to  the  use  of  so  much  of  the  ocean 
as  she  occupies^  and  as  is  essential  to  her  own 
movements.  Beyond  this,  no  exclusive  right 
has  ever  yet  been  recognised,  and  we  see  no 
reason  for  admitting  its  existence.  Merchant 
ships  are  in  the  constant  habit  of  approaching 
each  other  on  the  ocean,  either  to  relieve  their 
own  distress,  to  procure  information,  or  to  ai^er- 
tain  the  character  of  strangers ;  and,  hitherto, 
there  has  never  been  supposed  in  duch  conduct 
any  breach  of  the  customary  observances,  or  of 
the  strictest  principles  of  the  law  of  nations.  In  J 
respect  to  ships  of  war  sailings  as  in  the  present 
cise,  under  the  authority  of  their  government,  to 
arrest  pirates,  and  other  public  offenders,  there 
is  no  reason  why  they  may  not  approach  any 
vessels  descried  at  sea,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
Plaining  their  real  characters.    Such  a  right  Mems 
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18S6.  indispensable  for  the  fair  and  discreet  exercise 
,^^;jj^^^^^_  of  their  authority  ;  and  the  use  of  it  cannot  be 
na  Flora,  justly  deemed  indicative  of  any  design  to  insult  or 
injure  those  they  approach,  or  to  impede  them  * 
in  their  lawful  commerce.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  as  clear,  that  no  ship  is,  under  such  circum- 
stances, bound  to  lie  by,  or  wait  the  approach  of 
any  other  ship.  She  is  at  full  liberty  to  pursue 
her  voyage  in  her  own  way,  and  to  use  all  neces^ 
sary  precautions  to  avoid  any  suspected  sinister 
enterprise  or  hostile  attack.  She  has  a  right  to 
consult  her  own  safety ;  but,  at  the  same  time, 
she  must  take  care  not  to  violate  the  rights  of 
others.  She  may  use  any  precautions  dictated 
by  the  prudence  or  fears  of  her  officers ;  either 
as  to  delay,  or  the  progress  or  course  of  her  voy* 
age ;  but  she  is  not  at  liberty  to  inflict  injuries  upon 
othet*  innocent  parties,  simply  because  of  conjee** 
tural  dangers.  These  principles  seem  to  us  the 
natural  result  of  the  common  duties  and  rights 
of  nations  navigating  the  ocean  in  time  of  peace. 
Such  a  state  of  things  carries  with  it  very  diffe- 
rent obligations  and  responsibilities  from  those 
which  belong  to  public  war,  and  is  not  to  be  con* 
founded  with  it. 
Whether  (he  Thc  first  inquiry,  then,  is,  whether  the  conduct 
captor  was  of  Lieutcnaut  Stockton  was,  under  all  the  cit*- 
subdutng^  and  cumstauces  preceding  and  attending  the  combat, 
Mj!"^'*'*^**' justifiable.  There  is  no  pretence  to  say  that  he 
committed  the  first  aggression.  That,  beyond 
all  question,  was  on  the  part  of  the  Marianna 
Flora ;  and  her  firing  was  persisted  in  after  the 
Alligator  had  hoisted  her  national  flag,  and,  of 
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t^ourse,  held  out  a  signal  of  her  real  pacific  char  1836. 
racier.  What,  then,  is  the  excuse  for  this  hostile  r^ljjfjj^^ljj^. 
attack  ?  Was  it  occasioned  by  any  default  or  na  Flora, 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  Alligator  ?  It  is 
said,  that  the  Alligator  had  no  right  to  approach 
the  Marianna  Flora,  and  that  the  mere  fact  of 
approach  authotized  the  attack.  This  is  what 
the  Court  feels  itself  bound  to  deny.  Lieutenant 
Stockton,  with  a  view  to  the  objects  of  his  cruize, 
had  just  as  unquestionable  a  right  to  use  the 
ocean;  as  the  Portuguese  ship  had ;  and  his  right 
of  approach  was  just  as  perfect  as  her  right  of 
flight.  But,  in  point  of  fact,  Lieutenant  Stock- 
ton's approach^  was  not  from  mere  motives  of 
public*  service,  but  was  occasioned  by  the  acts  of 
the  Marianna  Flora.  He  was  steering-  on  a 
course  which  must,  in  a  short  time,  have  carried 
him  far  away  from  her.  She  lay  to,  and  showed 
a  signal  ordinarily  indicative  of  distress.  It  was 
so  understood,  and,  from-  motives  of  humanity, 
the  course  was  changed,  in  order  to  aSord  the 
necessary  relief.  There  is  not  a  pretence  in  the 
whole  evidence,  that  the  lying  to  was  not  volun- 
tary, and  was  not  an  invitation  of  some  sort. 
The  whole  reasoning  on  the  part  of  i^  claim- 
ants is,  that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  a 
supposed  enemy  by  day  light,  and,  in  this  way,  to 
avoid  the  difficulties  of  an  engagement  in  the 
night.  But  how  was  this  to  be  known  on  board 
of  the  Alligator  ?  How  was  it  to  be  known  that 
she  was  a  Portuguese  ship,  or  that  she  took  the 
Alligator  for  a  pirate,  or  that  her  object  in  laying 
to  was  a  defensive  operation  ?   When  the  vessels 
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19SS^0  were  within  reach  of  each  other,  the  first  scduta* 
^^fTiX^^^  *^^^  ^^om  the  ship  was  a  shot  fired  ahead,  and,  at 
na  Flora,  the  Same  time,  no  national  flag  appeared  at  the 
mast-head.  The  ship  was  armed,  appeared  iiiU 
of  men,  and,  from  her  manoeuvres,  almost  neces* 
sarily  led  to  the  supposition,  that  her  previous 
conduct  was  a  decoy,  and  that  she  was  either  a 
piratical  vessel,  or,  at  least,  in  possession  of  pi^ 
rates.  Under  such  circumstances,  with  hostili- 
ties already  proclaimed,  Lieutenant  Stockton 
was  certainly  not  bound  to  retreat ;  and,  upon 
his  advance,  other  guns,  loaded  with  shot,  were 
fired,  for  the  express  purpose  of  destruction.  It 
wasy  then,  a  case  of  open,  meditated  hostility, 
and  this,  too,  without  any  national  flag  displayed 
by  the  Portuguese  ship,  which  might  tend  to  cor^ 
rect  the  error,  for  she  never  hoisted  her  flag  until 
the  surrender.  What,  then,  was  Lieutenant 
Stockton^s  duty  ?  In  our  view  it  was  plain ;  it 
was  to  oppose  force  to  force,  to  attack  and  to  sub* 
due  the  vessel  thus  prosecuting  unauthorized 
warfare  upon  his  schooner  and  crew.  In  taking, 
therefore,  the  readiest  means  to  accomplish  the 
object,  he  acted,  in  our  opinion,  with  entire  legal 
proprietor.  .  He  was  not  bound  to  fly,  or  to  wait 
until  he  was  crippled.  His  was  not  a  case  of 
mere  remote  danger,  but  of  imminent,  pressing, 
and  present  danger.  He  had  the  flag  of  his 
country  to  maintain,  and  the  rights  of  his  cruizer 
to  vindicate.  To  have  hesitated  in  what  his  duty 
to  his  government  called  for  on  such  an  occasion, 
WQuld  have  been  to  betray  (what  no  honourable 
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officer  could  be  supposed  to  indulge)  an  indiffe-    1806« 
rence  to  its  dignity  and  sovereignty.  Th^ni!^' 

But,  it  is  argued,  that  Lieutenant  Stockton  oa  Flora. 
was  bound  to  have  affirmed  his  national  flag  by 
an  appropriate  gun ;  that  this  is  a  customary  ob- 
servance at  sea,  and  is  universally  understood  as 
indispensable  to  prevent  mistakes  and  misadven- 
tures ;  and  that  the  omission  was  such  a  default 
on  his  part,  as  places  him  in  delicto  as  to  all  the 
subsequent  transactions.  This  imputation  cer- 
tainly comes  with  no  extraordinary  grace  from 
the  party  by  whom  it  is  now  asserted.  If  such 
an  observance  be  usual  and  necessary,  why  was 
it  not  complied  with  on  the  part  of  the  Marianna 
Flora?  Her  commander  asserts,  that  by  the 
laws  of  his  own  country,  as  well  as  those  of 
France  and  Spain,  this  is  a  known  and  positive 
obligation  on  all  armed  vessels,  which  they  are 
not  at  liberty  to  disregard.  Upon  what  ground, 
then,  can  he  claim  an  exemption  from  perform- 
ing it  ?  Upon  what  ground  can  he  set  up  as  a 
default  in  another,  that  which  he  has  wholly 
omitted  to  do  on  his  own. part?  His  own  duty 
was  clear,  and  pointed  out ;  and  yet  he  makes 
that  a  matter  of  complaint  against  the  other  side» 
which  was  confessedly  a  primary  default  in  him- 
self. He  not  only  did  not  hoist  or  affirm  his  flag 
in  the  first  instance,  but  repeatedly  fired  at  his 
adversary  with  hostile  intentions,  without  exhi- 
biting his  own  national  character  at  all.  He 
left,  therefore,  according  to  his  own  view  of  the 
law^  his  own  duty  unperformed,  and  fortified,  as 
against  himself,  the  very  inference,  that  his  ship 
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1836«  might  •properly  be  deemed^  under  such  circuni" 
.^!!^'i^^,  stances,  a  piratical  cruizer. 
RB  Flora,  But,  we  are  not  disposed  to  admit,  that  there 
How  far  the  Gxists  any  such  universal  rule  or  obligation  of  an 
rtw  of'afirmi  affirming  gun,  as  has  been  suggested  at  the  bar.  It"^ 
vuh  a  gun^  u  ^^Y  ^  ^^^  '*^  of  the  maritime  states  of  the  Euro- 
^!^?iia"tLni!  P®^°  ^^°^^^®"*  already  alluded  to,  founded  in  their 
own  usages  or  positive  regulations.  But,  it  does 
not  hence  follow,  that  it  is  binding  upon*  all  other 
nations.  It  was  admitted,  at  the  argument,  that 
the  English  practice  is  otherwise ;  and,  surely, 
as  a  maritime  power,  England  deserves  to  be  lis-* 
tened  to  with  as  much  respect,  on  such  a  point, 
as  any  other  nation.  It  was  justly  inferred^  that 
the  practice  of  America  is  conformable  to  that 
of  England ;  and  the  absence  of  any  counter 
proof  on  the  record,  is  almost  of  itself  decisive.  / 
Such,  however,  as  the  practice  is,  even  among  the 
continental  nations  of  Europe,  it  is  a  practice 
adopted  with  reference  to  a  state  of  war,  rather 
than  peace.  It  may  be  a  useful  precaution  to 
prevent  conflicts  between  neutrals,  and  allies,  and 
belligerants,  and  even  between  armed  ships  of 
the  same  nation.  But  the  very  necessity  of  the 
precaution  in  time  of  war  arises  from  circum- 
stances, which  do  not  ordinarily  occur  in  time  of 
general  peace.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  the 
ceremony  might  be  salutary  and  proper  in  pe^ 
riods  of  war,  and  suitable  to  its  exigencies,  it  by 
no  means  follows,  that  it  is  justly  to  be  insisted 
on  at  the  peril  of  costs  and  damages  in  peace. 
In  any  view,  therefore,  we  do  not  think  this  omis- 
ision  can  avail  the  claimants. 
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Again ;  it  is  argued,  that  there  is  a  general    T896. 
obligation  upon  armed  ships,  in  exercising  the  r^J^^^^^^^^ 
right  of  visitation  and  search,  to  kd^p  at  a  dis.    na  Flora. 
tance,  out  of  cannon  shot,  and  to  demean  them-    how  far  the 
selves  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  endanger  neu-  u^]|*"^rerAct 
trals.  And  this  objection,  it  is  added,  has  been  spe-  |J  ^^^exriciring 
cially  provided  for,  and  enforced  by  the  stipula* '!»« [!*^*  **^^J^*j 
tions  of  many  of  our  own  treaties  with  foreign  pow-  wa'cb^  j«^  «p- 
ers.     It  might  be  a  decisive  answer  to  this  argu-  case. 
ment,  that,  here,  no  right  of  visitation  and  search 
was    attempted  to    be    exercised.     Lieutenant 
Stockton  did  not  claim  to  be  a  belligerant,  enti- 
tled to  search  neutrals  on  the  ocean.     His  com- 
mission was  for  other  objects.     He  did  not  ap- 
proach or  subdue  the  Marianna  Flora,  in  order 
to  compel  her  to  submit  to  his  search,  but  with 
other  motives.    He  took  possession  of  her,  not 
because  she  resisted  the  right  of  search,  but  be- 
cause she  attacked  him  in  a  hostile  manner,  with- 
out any  reasonable  cause  or  provocation. 

Doubtless,  the  obligation  of  treaties  is  to  be  "^ 
observed  with  entire  good  faith,  and  scrupulous 
care.  But,  stipulations  in  treaties  having  sole 
reference  to  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  bellige- 
rants  in  time  of  war,  cannot,  upon  any  reasona- 
ble principles  of  construction,  be  applied  to  go- 
vern cases  exclusively  of  another  nature,  and  be- 
longing to  a  state  of  peace.  Another  considera- 
tion, quite  sufficient  to  establish  that  such  stipu- 
lations cannot  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  present 
case,  is,  that  whatever  may  be  our  duties  to  other 
nations,  we  have  no  such  treaty  subsisting  with 
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1896.    Portugal.    It  will  scarcely  be  pretended,  that  we 
^J^JJ[^[>^  are  bound  to  Portugal  by  stipulations  to  which 
an  Flora,   she  is  no  ^arty,  and  by  which  she  incurs  no 
correspondent  obligation.  J 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opinion^  that  the 
conduct  of  Lieutenant  Stockton,  in  approaching, 
and,  ultimately,  in  subduing  the  Marianna  Flora, 
was  entirely  justifiable.  The  first  wrong  was 
done  by  her,  and  his  own  subsequent  acts  were  a 
just  defence  and  vindication  of  the  rights  and 
honour  of  his  country. 
Whether  the     The  ucxt  inquirv  is,  whether  the  act  of  sendr 

act  of  eending  ^  t        ^        » 

ill  for  adjudi.  ing  in  the  Marianna  Flora  for  adjudication,  was, 

canon  subject-      °  i»     i  .  .         -^    i  i 

ed  the  capto.  under  all  the  circumstances,  unjustifiable,  so  as 

to    cost*    and  .  ,    .  .,  .,.        .       « 

damages.       to  Carry  With  it  responsibility  m  damages. 

It  is  argued,  that,  upon  examination  of  the 
ship's  papers,  the  csew,  and  the  cargo,  it  must 
clearly  have  appeared,  that  the  ship  was  a  mer-* 
chant  ship  bound  on  a  lawful  voyage,  and  not  a 
piratical  cruizer.  This  state  of  the  case  must 
be  admitted  to  have  been  apparent.  But  the 
real  difficulty  is  of  another  sort.  Her  papers, 
and  cargo,  and  destination,  could  give  no  infor- 
mation of  the  nature  of  the  attack  made  upon 
the  Alligator.  However  hostile,  malignant,  or 
even  piratical,  the  aggression  might  be,  the  pa- 
pers could  shed  no  light  upon  the  subject.  The 
owners  of  the  cargo,  and  the  owners  of  the  ship, 
(so  far  at  least  as  their  duties  find  responsibili- 
ties were  not  bound  up  by  the  acts  of  the  mas- 
ter»  as  their  agent,)  might  be  innocent ;  the  voy- 
age might  be  of  a  purely  mercantile  character, 
and  yet,  acts  of  aggression  might  be  committed. 
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which  might  bring  the  case  completely  within  }B26» 
the  act  of  Goagress,  or  of  the  general  law  <>f m^f^TT^- 
nations,  as  a  gross  and  violent  injury^  calling  for  na  Florae 
ample  redress.  The  real  duty  iitaposed  upon 
Lieutenant  Stockton  was,  not  to  examine  the 
papers^  unless  so  far  as  they  might  explain  doiibt** 
ful  circnmstances,  but*  to  ascertain  the  nature, 
object,  and  intent^  of  the  attack  upon  his  vessel* 
He  was  bound  to  exercise  an  honest  and  fair 
discretion  on  the  subjecti  and  to  obtain  such  ex« 
planations  as  might  guide  his  judgment.  What 
was  the  excuse  offered  for  the  attack  upon  him  ? 
It  was  not  that  the  guns  were  fired  by  mistake 
or  accident.  They  were  admitted  to  hwe  been 
by  authority  and  design.  They  were  fired  after 
his  own  flag  was  diq>Iay^d,  and  with  the  ex- 
press intention  of  disabling  the  vessel  and  de^ 
stroying.the  crew.  The  only  excuse  ofiered  for 
this  unjustifiable  act  was,  that  the  commander 
entertained  a  fear  that  the  Alligator  was  a  pirate. 
But,  such  a  fear,  unauthorized  by  any  acts  on 
the  other  side,  was  no  excuse  for  a  wrong  which 
might  have  led  to  the  most  fatal  consequences. 
If  the  AUigatOK  had  been  seriously  injured?  or 
any  of  her  crew  had  been  killed,  no  doubt  could 
exist,  that,  under  such  circumstances,  thd  ship 
oi^ht  to  have  been  sent  in  for  adjudication,  t# 
enforce  redress,  and,  also,  to  administer,  if  ne« 
cessary,  punishment.  The  attack  was  not  the 
less  inexcusable  because  the  consequences  were 
not  as  injurious  as  the  master  intended. 

It  is  a  different  thing  to  sit  in  judgment  upon 
this  case,  after  full  legal  investigations,  aided  by 
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1826.  the  regular  evidence  of  all  parties,  and  to  draw 
^I^JJ^]^^]!^^  conclusions  at  sea,  with  very  imperfect  means  of 
na  Flora,  ascertaining  facts  and  principles,  which  ought  to 
direct  the  judgment.  It  would  be  a  harsh  judg- 
ment to  declare,  that  an  oflScer  charged  with 
high  and  responsible  duties  on  the  part  of  his 
government,  should  exercise  the  discretion  in* 
trusted  to  him  at  the  peril  of  damages,  because 
a  Court  of  law  might  ultimately  decide,  that  he 
might  well  have  exercised  that  discretion  another 
way.  If  Lieutenant  Stockton  had  acted  with 
gross  negligence  or  malignity,  and  with  a  wan- 
ton abuse  of  power,  there  might  be  strong  grounds 
on  which  to  rest  this  jdaim  of  damages.  But,  it 
is  conceded  on  all  sides,  ami  in  this  opinion  the 
Court  concurs,  that  he  acted  with  honourable 
motives,  and  from  a  sense  of  duty  to  his  govern- 
ment. He  thought  the  aggression  was  piratical, 
and  that  it  was  an  indignity  to  the  national  flag, 
utterly  inexcusable.  The  view  now  taken  by 
this  Court,  in  respect  to  the  whole  case,  upon  a 
full  examination  of  all  the  facts,  is  certainly 
somewhat  different.  It  leads  us,  to  say,  that 
Lieutenant  Stockton  might,  without  justly  incur* 
ring  the  displeasure  of  his  government,  have  re- 
leased the  ship,  not  because  she  had  done  no 
wrong,  but  because  the  wrong  was  not  of  such  a 
nature  as  called  for  vindictive  redress. 

But,  the  question  upon  which  damages  must 
depend,  is  npt  whether  he  might  not  have  re* 
leased  the  ship,  but,  whether  he  was,  at  all  events, 
hound  90  to  do;  and  whether  that  obligation 
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was  so  imperative,  that  the  omission  ought  to  be     1826. 
visited  with  damages.  ^^C^^n^ 

We  are,  then,  to  consider  the  real  difficulties  oa  Ffon. 
of  Lieutenant  Stockton's  situation.  An  attack 
had  been  made  upon  a  national  ship  under  his 
command  without  cause.  It  was  a  hostile  act,  an 
indignity  to  the  nation,  and  a  trespass  <  upon  its 
rights  and  sovereignty.  It  was  not  an  acciden^^ 
tal,  but  a  meditated  act ;  not  necessarily  carrying 
its  own  excuse  along  with  it,  but  susceptible  of 
different  interpretations.  It  was  not  an  affair  in 
which  he  was  at  liberty  to  consult  his  own  wishes 
or  honour  merely,  although  a  brave  and  distin- 
guished officer  might  naturally  feel  some .  solici- 
tude to  preserve  his  high  reputation  untarnished 
in  the  eyes  of  his  government.  He  was  bound 
to  look  to  the  rights  of  his  country.  •  He  might  . 
well  hesitate  in  assuming  the  arbitration  of  na- 
tional wrongs.  He  might  well  feel  a  scrupulous 
delicacy  in  undertaking  to  waive  any  claim  which 
the  government  had  authority  to  enforce,  or  to 
defeat  any  redress  which  it  might  choose  to  seek, 
or  to  prevent  any  inquiries  which,  through  its 
established  tribunals,  it  might  think  fit  to  insti- 
tute, in  req>ect  to  his  conduct,  or  that  of  the  of- 
fending vessel.  Considerations  of  this  nature 
could  not  but  weigh  heavily  upon  the  mind  of  a 
gallant  officer ;  and  they  are  not  unfit  to  be  enter- 
tained by  this  Court  in  forming  its  own  judg- 
ment. 

It  is,  also,  farther  to  be  observed,  that  the  case 
was  confessedly  new  in  its  character  and  circum- 
stances.   The  researches  of  counsel  throughout 
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18S6.  the  progress  of  this  protracted  Cfrntroversy,  ham 
^^^'^fy^,  fiot  discovered  any  case,  which,  in  point  of  law, 
M  Fiom.  can  goTern  this.  If  it  is  new  here,  it  may  well  be 
deemed  to  have  been  new  and  embarrassing  to 
Lieutenant  Stockton.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  not 
matter  of  surprise,  that  he  should  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  not  proper  to  take  upon 
himself  the  responsibility  of  a  final .  decision  ; 
but  to  confide  the  honour  of  the  nation,  as  well 
as  the  rights  of  the  other  party,  to  judicial  deci- 
sion. No  inference  is  attempted  to  be  drawn, 
that  his  acts  were  intentionally  oppressive  and 
barsh ;  and  it  would  be  going  a  great  way  to  de* 
clare,  thatan  exercise  of  honest  discretion,  in  a 
case  of  wrong  on  the  other  side,  ought  to  draw 
itfter  it  the  penalty  of  damages.  .    . 

Anaiogyofiia.     There  is  another  more  general  consideration, 

inafes     given      ..i.  •ii  'i-i*  t 

for  detention  which  IS  entitled  to  great  weight  m  this  case.  In 
ivrs  deivi!^"'^' cases  of  capturo,  strictly  so  called,  no  decision 
has  been  cited,  in  which,  if  the  capture  itself  was 
justifiable,  the  subsequent  detention  for  adjudi- 
cation has  ever  been  punished  by  damages.  As 
far  as  counsel  have  examined,  or  our  own  re^ 
searches' extend,  no  such  principle  has  eVer  been 
established.  The  present  case  stands  upon  a 
stoong  analogy,  and  to  inflict  damages  would  be 
to  desert  that  anal<^y«  Even  in  cases  of  marine 
torts,  independent  of  prize,  Courts  of  admiralty 
are  in  the  habit  of  giving  or  withholding  damages 
upon  enlarged  principles  of  justice  and  equity, 
and  have  no1>  circumscribed  theniselv^  within 
the  positive  boundaries  of  mere  nitunicipal  law. 
They  have  exercised  a  conscientioijs  discretion 
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upon  the  subject.    A  party,  who  is  in  ddictOf    1826; 
ought  to  make  a  stroDg  case,  to  entitle  i^ii>iBelf  to  ,^;j|^^^|^^|J^ 
goDeral  retief.  i»  Fionu 

The  case  of  the  Ltmis,  (2  Dodsan'sRep.  210.)^^  «^2t 
is  a  striking  example  in  illustration  of  these  re-«  wn'< '  wf^m. 
marks.  There,  a  French  slave  ship  was,  in  a 
time  of  peace,  taken  possession  of  by  an  English 
armed  cutter,  after  a  sharp  engagranent,  in  which 
several  men  were  killed  on  both  sides.  The  ship 
was  carried  into  tiierra  Leone  for  adjudication, 
and,  subsequently,  the  cause  came  before  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  upon  appeal.  The  de- 
cision pronounced  by  Lord  Sto^ell  appears  to 
have  been  made  after  very  full  consideration, 
and  is  expounded  in  his  most  elaborate  manner. 
He  decided,  that  the  original  seizure  was  totally 
unjustifiable ;  and  that,*  even  if  the  slave  trade 
was  prohibited  by  the  French  laws,  (which,  he 
thought,  it  was  not,)  still,  it  was  not  for  English 
cruizers  to  claim  a  right  of  search,  or  to  seize 
such  vessels  to  enforce  those  laws.  He,  there^ 
fore  pronounced  a  decree  of  restitution.  But 
he  denied  damages  and  costs  to  the  claimant.  His 
language  on  that  occasion  was,  **  Upon  the  mat- 
ter of  costs  and  damages,  that  h^ve  been  pray- 
ed, I  must  observe,  that  it  is  the  first  case  of  the 
kind,  and  that  the  question  itself  is  pri/miB  imr 
premonis ;  and  that,  upon  both  grounds,  it  is  not 
the  inclination  of  the  Court  to  inflict  such  a  cen- 
sure." Here,  then,  we  have  a  case  of  an  ac- 
knowledj^d  maritime  trespass,  accompanied  with 
circumstances  of  immediate  and  fatal  injury,  in 
which  the  original  wrong  travelled  along  with. 
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1^826.     and  Infected  the  whole  subsequent  proceedings; 
^^:^7r^  «^nd  yet  the  Court,  on  account  of  its  being  the  first 

The  Marian- .        •'  ,       /.    ,  i  /.     i  • 

m  Flora,  instance,  and  of  the  novelty  of  the  question, 
deemed  it  a  conscientious  exercise  of  its  discre- 
tion not  to  award  damages.  The  case  before 
this  Court  is  also  of  the  first  occurrence,  and  the 
question  is  entirely  new  in  its  presentation.  It 
has  this  striking  fact,  in  which  it  is  most  favour- 
ably distinguished  from  the  Louis,  that  the  ori- 
ginal seizure  was  justifiable,  and  if  the  intent  of 
piratical  aggression  had  been  established,  con-* 
demnation  must  have  ensued.  - 

Ifi  then,  this  Court  should,  under  these  circum- 
stances, award  damages,  it  would  take  a  new 
step,  never  known  to  have  been  taken  before  by 
a  Court  of  admiralty.  It  would  desert  the  iuia- 
logy  of  cases  of  justifiable  capture  in  matters  of 
prize,  and  introduce  a  rule  harsh  and  severe  in  a 
case  of  first  impression,  whose  bearing  and  cha- 
racter have  engaged  the.  bar  and  bench  in  several 
most  laborious  discussions,  and  inflict  upon  an 
honest  exercise  of  discretion,  a  punishmeat 
which  has  been  denied,  in  the  Louis,  to  an  inex-* 
cusable  wrong. 
Case  not  ez-  There  are  one  or  two  other  suggestions  which 
nisEbiL^Q^tbJwere  urged  in  the  argument,  that  ought  not  to 
p"r"u"gaK  °^b6  passed  over  in  silence.  It  is  said,  that  the 
tort,  if  it  ought  to  be  redressed  at  all  by  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem,  was  exclusively  cognizable  in 
the  Courts  of  Portugal.  We  are  not  aware  of 
any  principle  upon  which  this  position  can  be 
legally  maintained.  There  is  no  more  reason 
why  the  Courts  of  Portugal  should  hold  exclu  • 
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sive  jurisdiction  upon  this  case,  than  the  Courts    1826. 
of  this  country-    We  see  no  difficulty  in  support-  ^fl^'^^^^, 
ing  the  jurisdiction  as  concurrent  in  both  nations,   na  Flora. 
But|  if  there  be  any  choice,  it  seems  more  pro- 
perly to  belong  to  the  country  of  the  injured, 
than  of  the  offending,  party. 

It  is  also  said,  that,  at  all  events,  the  cargo 
was  not  liable  to  condemnation,  even  if  the  of- 
fending vessel  was  liable  under  the  act  cff  Con- 
gress. Probably  this  is  true  in  respect  to  that 
act.  But  the  second  count  embraces  a  wider 
range ;  and  if  it  had  been  proved  in  its  aggravated 
extent,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow,  that  the 
cargo  ought  to  be  exempted.  That  is  a  ques- 
tion which  would  require  grave  deliberation.  It  How  far  the 
isy  in  general,  true,  that  the  act  of  the  master  of 'Jv  ''bindiThe 
die  vessel  does  not  bind  the  innocent  owner  of^Zmu  ° 
the  cargo ;  but  the  rule  is  not  of  universal  appli- 
cation. And  where  the  master  is  also  agent  of 
the  owner  of  the  cargo,  or  both  ship  and  cargo 
belong  to  the  same  person,  a  distinction  may, 
perhaps,  arise,  in  the  principle  of  decision.  But, 
however  this  may  be,  in  the  present  case,  if  the 
vessel  was  sent  in  for  adjudication,  the  cargo 
must,  of  necessity,  accompany  her ;  nor  could 
its  particular  ownership  be  fully  ascertained, 
until  the  examinations  of  the  crew  were  regu- 
larly taken.  There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case 
to  show,  that  at  any  subsequent  period  it  was 
desirable,  or  could  have  been  advantageous  to 
the  claimants,  to  have  separated  the  ship  and 
Vol.  XI.  8 
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1826.    cargo,  c^ci  to  have  instituted  a  new  voyage  for 
Ji;!^7r^  the  latter  under  other  auapices* 

Tlie  Marian*       -  .     ' .  '^ 

na  Flora.       Ip  the  District  Courts  an  allowance  was  made 
Question  ofof  fivc  huudred  dollars,  distributable  among  the 
^rwnai  inju'  crcw,  ou  account  of  their  confinement  on  the  pas- 
tifredTcrew?^  sago  to  Bostou,  upou  the  grouud,  that  the  send- 
ing in  of  the  vessel  was  wrongful.     That  award 
was  reversed  in  the  Circuit  Cot^t ;  awl  no  ap- 
peal was  taken  by  the  crew,  as,  indeed,  none 
could  be,  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
sum  to  entitle  the  parties  in  interest  to  ajq^eal.   It 
is  only  necessary,  therefore,  to  -  state,  that  t^bat 
matter  is  not  now  before  this  Court ;  and,  it  is 
to  be  presumed,  that  the  confinement  was  auolf 
only  as  was  indispensable  for  the  sa£$ty  of  the 
seizors. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Courtp 
that  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  ought  t^o  be 
affirmed,  and  it  is^  accordingly,  affirmed,  without 
costs  to  either  piM^ty. 

Decree  a^ccordingly. 
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1826. 

Etting 

V. 
[FjUVA  AIU>  CoiMBAUIXirV  Uf  GoilTAACT0.     PaACTlC«.]  ^''^t  u   S 


Solomon  Etting,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  Uf  ^ 


V.  |llwli69 

The  PresibjsnTi  Directors  and  CoBUPAifY  of 
THE  Bank  of  the  United  States*  Defend- 
ants in  Error. 


Although  a  Judge  may  refuse  to  declare  the  law  to  the  jury  on  a  hy- 
pothetical question  not  warranted  by  the  testimony  in  the  cause, 
y0^  ifh#]^roceeds  to  state  the  la w,  and  tutes  it  erroneously,  his 
o|uniQO  quay  be  rer ised  in  the  Court  above ;  and  if  it  can  have  had 
any  induence  on  the  jiujy  their  yerdict  will  be  set  aside. 

AJihough  it  is  the  province  o(  the  Court  to  construe  written  instru- 
jneniB,  yot,  wbeire  the  eileot  of  such  instnnnents  depends,  not  merely 
on  the  construction  and  meaniqg  of  the  instrument,  but  upon  col« 
lateral  facts  tn  pais,  and  extrinsic  circumstances,  the  inferences  of 
fact  to  be  drawn  from  them  are  to  be  left  to  the  jnry. 

If  lMre.ibe  Court  is  eqmrily  divided  in  opintoD  opon  a  writ  of  emnrt 
tl|e  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is  to  be  affiuned* 

QiMsre,  What  concealment,  or  suppression  of  material  facts,  in  a 
contract,  where  both  parties  have  not  equal  access  to  the  means  of 
iiifbimation,  will  avoid  the  contract  ? 

ERROR  to  Ihe  Circuit  Court  of  Maryland* 
This  was  sb  action  of  assumpsit  brought  in 
the  Court  below  by  the  defendants  in  error, 
agauist  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Etting,  as  the  en- 
dorser of  the  promissory  note  of  James  W. 
M'CuUough,  under  the  following  circumstances. 
In  the  year  1819,  the  president  of  the  Branch 
Bank,  established  at  Baltimore,  his  partner  in 
trade,  MOuUough,  the  cashier  of  the  branch, 
and  Williams,  one  of  the  directors  of  the  parent 
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1826«  bank,  had  contracted  a  debt  to  the  bank  to  the 
'^'^[^^^  amount  of  3,497,700  dollars.  The  directors  at 
▼  Philadelphia,  in  consequence  of  some  information 
the  u.^s.  which '  they  had  received  respecting  it,  pass^ 
ed  a  resolution,  on  the  19th  of  February,  I8I99 
calculated  to  draw  forth  a  complete  statement  of 
the  case,  with  all  its  circumstances.  This  reso- 
lution brought  the  papers  it  requirefd,  and,  also, 
brought  the  president  and  cashier  to  Philadel- 
phia^  who  attended  for  the  purpose  of  making 
verbal  explanations.  These  were  received,  and 
the  case  was  referred,  on  the  16th  of  Marchi  to 
a  committee,  whose  report  was  made  on  the  30th 
of  the  said  month.  It  appeared  by  this  report, 
that  the  securities  offered  for  the  debt  consisted 
of  20,848  shares  of  the  stock  of  the  bank,  of 
26,550  shares  previously  pledged  for  very  large 
sums  in  London,  Liverpool,  New-Tork,  and 
Boston,  the  amount  of  which  was  not  stated^  and 
the  personal  liability  of  the  debtors  themselves. 
The  report  stated,  '^  As  the  result  of  many  con- 
ferences, and  a  good  deal  of  deliberation,"  an 
offer  on  the  part  of  the  debtors  to  give  addition- 
al security  for  900,000  dollars,  payable  in  five 
years  by  annual  instalments.  A  part  of  the  pro- 
posed arrangement  was,  that  the  shares  previously 
pledged  in  London,  and  elsewhere,  should  be 
liberated  from  the  claim  of  the  bank,  and  that 
the  separate  liability  of  each  for  300,000  dollars, 
should  be  received,  instead  of  the  joint  liability 
of  all  for  900,000  dollars.  This  offer,  with  some 
modifications,  was  accepted  by  the  bank.  A 
part  of  the  security  offered  by  M^GuUough,  were 
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sixteen  merchants  of  Baltimore,  who  were  to  ItSUft 
become  bound  for  12,500  dollars  each.  The  ^^^^ 
committee  recommended  the  acceptance  of  these  ▼• 
terms,  and  also  recommended,  that  the  sufficient  th«  U.  8« 
cy  of  the  securi^  offered  by  Williams,  and 
M'Gullough,  including  the  sixteen  sureties  pro-* 
posed  l^  M^CuUough,  should  be  referred  to  the 
members  of  the  board  residing  in  Baltimore. 
This  course  was  adopted  by  the  bank,  and  the 
committee  of  members  residing  in  Baltimore  re- 
ported on  the  whole  subject.  Of  the  sixteen, 
names  proposed  for  their  consider ation^  three 
were  withdrawn,  and  three  were  objected  to. 
Among  those  who  were  accepted  was  Etting, 
the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  negotiations,  investin 
gations,  and  arrangements,  for  the  completion  of 
the  business,  were  some  time  in  progress.  Pro- 
positions were  made  for  changes  of  the  securi- 
ties, and,  on  the  10th  of  May,  the  president  of 
the  bank  addressed  a  letter  to  the  committee  in 
Baltimore,  urging  them  to  bring  it  to  an  imme- 
diate close.  On  the  14th  of  May,  the  committee 
at  Baltimore  reported  the  documents  which  had 
been  executed  in  pursuance  of  previous  arrange- 
ments made  with  the  debtors,  a  report  o£  which 
was  made  by  the  committee  at  Philadelphia,  on 
the  17th  of  the  same  month,  and,  on  the  18th, 
M^GuUough  was  removed  from  the  office  of 
cashier,  which  he  had  held  from  the  first  esta- 
blishment of  the  bank.  It  was  admitted,  that  he 
was  a  young  man  worth  nothing,  who  had  a  fa- 
mily, and  whose  salary  as  cashier  was  4,000  dol- 
lars. 
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*  When  tlie  note  endi>r0ed  by  Etting,  the  plain^ 
^"^^^^  tiff  iR  etror^  fell  dne^  he  refused  to  pay  it ;  on 
«.  triiioh  it  was  protested  for  DOD-payment,  and  this 
tte.V.UB;  0^  ^'^^^^  broiigbt  by  the  bank.  At  the  trial  in 
the  Gonct  below,  the  wiioie  matter  was  givea  in 
enifimoej,  and  the  Court  was  moved  to  tnatrurt 
di0  ^nty  on  the  law  which  would  arise  on  the 
fiMits  of  the  casoi  and  the  inferences  wjuoh  sfche 
jury  maght  draw  from  those  facts.  The  coimsel 
fimr  the  fdaintifis  moved  the  Court  to  instruct  the 
jfoxjf  that  if  they  should  be  of  opinion,  firom  the 
evidenoei,  that  tbeidefendant,  Etting,  without  any 
o<MnnwiMeaitiom  with  the  plaintiffiB,  but  on  the  ap* 
plication  of  M^CuUoi^h  only,  agreed  to  become 
faiB  endorser,  under  the  'arrangement  made  be^ 
tween  ham  asid  the  plaiflftiffs,  aditbough  they 
should  be  satisfied,  from  the  evidence  ofimred  l^ 
the  dsfendant,  that  the  said  AK^Uough  deceived 
the  said  Etting ;  that  it  was  known  to  the  bank 
before,  or  pending  the  negotiation,  that  the  debt 
from  M^Cullough,  or  the  greater  part  thereof,  had 
gvown  out  of  his  unauthorized  and  fraudulent 
appropriation  of  their  funds  to  bis  own  use, 
wUeh  knowledge  the  bank  did  not  pronnrigate, 
tbouglvthey  contemplated  his  removal  as  soon  aa 
the  securities  dbould  be  given,  in  conformity  with 
the- arrangement  which  had  been  made ;  that  the 
defendant  endorsed  the  note  in  ignorance  of  any 
fraud  on  the  bank,  or  of  any  abuse  of  his  office 
of  cashier,  or  of  any  probability  of  his  removal 
from  the  said  office ;  that,  had  the  defendant 
known  these  circumstances,  he  would  not  have 
endorsed  the  said  note ;  and  that  the  bank  fore- 
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bore  to  pronuitgate  either  the  iBformfition.  ihey  199Q. 
possessed,  or  theU  intefitioa  to  remoYe  the  wM  '^^JjJ^^ 
MOttUottgh,  under  the  impressioiii^  that  the  dis-  ▼. 
closure  would  increase  the  difficulty  of  the  said  i^^  u,  g. 
M^CttUougfa:  ift  procuring  security^  if  Mkt  render 
it  impoBsiUe  for  him  to  procure  it ;  y€t»  if  they 
shall  also  be  of  opiuion,  that  the  defendant, 
without  making  any  inquiries  of  the  pHainlifiii 
€KB  the  subject  of  such  inforaiatk>]i  aad  inlen* 
tioD,  or  hol(&ng  any  communication;  with  them 
on  the  subject  of  his  intended  endorsemeiit, 
did;^  of  his  own  accord,  on  the  application  of  the 
said  Bi^CuUough,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
effect  U>  the  said  arrangemeal,  endorse  the  said 
note  on  which  this  action  is  brougfal^  that  there 
WW  nothing  im  the  evidence  so  given  by  the  de- 
firadant,  ta  affect  the  plaintiflTs  right  of  recoivery 
in  this  action.  That,  in  order  to  vitiate  the  said 
notii  and  endorsement  in  law,  and  to  bar  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  recov»y  thereon,  coi  the 
ground  of  a  fraudulent  misrepresentEtfion,  or 
firaudttlent  concealment  of  circumstancea  known 
to  tibem,  and  unknown  to  the  defendant^  it  vms 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  ap« 
plied  to  the  plaintiffs  for  inforBMtttion,  or  hdA  some 
communication  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  re* 
cei^g  sueb  informaticHi,  and  that  on  such  appli- 
cation or  cxmununication^  the  plattitiffa  either 
misrepresented  or  concealed  sucb  cireumstances ; 
and  that,  in  the  absence  of  such  proof,  theie  was 
nothing  i»  the  facts  so  given*  in  evidence  by  the 
defendant,  to  affect  the  "right  of  recovery  iii  the 
action* 
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1826.        The  Court  gave  the  instruction  as  asked,  to 
^"^^J^^^  which  an  exception  was  taken. 

▼.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  then  moved  the 

the  V^S.^  Court  for  instructions,  that  if  the  jury  should 
draw  from  the  evidence  certain  inferences  which 
were  stated,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. These  inferences  were,  that  the  bank 
was  fully  informed  in  March,  1819,  of  the  fraudu- 
lent conduct  of  M'Cullough,  the  extent  of  his 
misapplication  of  their  funds,  and  of  his  insol- 
vency ;  that  on  receiving  this  information,  they 
became  satisfied  of  his  unfitness  to  continue  in 
office,  and  determined  to  remove  him.  That, 
however,  they  continued  him  in  office  until  the 
18th  of  May,  carefully  concealing  the  circum- 
stances, and  their  determination,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  security  of  the  debt  due  to  them 
from  the  said  M^CuUough,  one  of  which  so  con- 
templated securities  was  the  note  in  question. 
That  the  defendant  was,  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaiptiffis,  ignorant  of  M^CuUough's  breach  of 
duty,  and  of  the  determination  to  remove  him, 
and  endorsed  the  note  by  reason  of  that  igno- 
rance. 

The  Court  refused  to  give  this  instruction,  un- 
less the  jury  should  be  further  of  opinion,  that 
the  defendant  was  led  into  this  state  of  igno- 
rance in  consequence  of  inquiries  made  by  him 
of  the  plaintiffs,  or  of  some  previous  communi- 
cation between  them  and  him. 

On  die  farther  application  of  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant,  praying  the  Court  to  instruct  the 
jury,  that  on  the  statement  and  evidence  contain- 
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ed  in  the  bills  of  exceptions,  if  the  jury  believed     1826. 
the  same,  the  plaintiffs  were-  not  entitled  to  re-  ^"^."^^ 
cover;  the  Court  refused  to  give  the  instruction        t. 
asked,  and  directed  the  jury,  that  on  the  evidence '^^^"g,*^ 
aforesaid  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 

Judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
Court  below,  and  the  cause  was  brought  by  writ 
of  error  to  this  Court. 

The  cause  was  argued  by  Mn  Webster  and  ^«^*  »[*• 
Mr.  Taneffj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  the 
Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Emmettj  for  the  (de- 
fendants in  error.  The  discussion  took  a  wide 
range  upon  the  doctrine  of  misrepresentation  and 
concealment  in  contracts  ;  but  as  that  point  was 
not .  determined  by  the  Court,  it  has  not  been 
thought  necessary  to  report  any  thing  more  than 
a  concise  summary  of  the  arguments  of  coun- 
sel. 

The  following  points  were  made  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  upon  the  instructions  given  and  re- 
fused by  the  Court  below. 

1.  That  the  concealment  of  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances above  mentioned,  or  the  concealment 
of  any  one  of  them,  whereby  the  plaintiff  in  error 
was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion, was  a  fraud  upon  him,  and  vitiated  the  con- 
tract. 

2.  That  if  the  mere  omission  to  communicate 
the  said  facts  and  circumstances  would  not  be  a 
fraud,  yet,  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  error,  of 
continuing  M^CuUough  in  office,  in  order  to  give 

Vou  XI.  9 
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1826.    him  credit,  and  thereby  to  procure  the  security  in 
^*^JJJ^^  question,  by  which  means  the  plaintiff  in  error 
▼.        was  deceived,  and  induced  to  endorse  the  said 
the  u?  S«^  note,  was  a  fraud  upon  him,  and  vitiated  the  con- 
tract. 

3.  That  the  continuance  of  M'CuUough  in  the 
office  of  cashier,  from  the  16th  of  March,  1819, 
(when  his  misconduct  in  office  came  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  president  and  directors  of  the 
bank, )  until  the  18th  of  May  following,  when  he 
was  dismissed,  was  a  violation  of  the  duty  of  the 
president  and  directors  to  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  the  public,  and,  therefore, 
vitiated  any  contract  obtained  by  means  of  such 
continuance  in  office. 

Upon  the  first  point,  it  was  argued,  that  the 
concealment  of  material  circumstances,  known 
to  one  party,  and  unknown  to  the  other,  vitiates 
the  contract.'  In  the  opinion  given  by  the  Court 
below,  the  principle  was  admitted,  but  with  this 
qualification,  that  it  must  be  on  inquiry  or  €ommti- 
nicationjfor  the  purpose  of  information^  In  this 
view  of  the  subject,  the  only  question  would  be, 
whether  the  rule  is  subject  to  this  limitation,  i.  e«  of 
inquiry  or  communication  for  the  purpose  of  infor-^ 
nation..  But  an  exception  to  the  rule  was  sup^ 
posed  to  exist,  and  it  might  be  said,  that  a  party 
is  not  bound  to  communicate  circumstances  ex^ 

a  1  Com.  Ctmir.  SB.  1  W,  Bl  Rep.  465.  1  PotM  Bq. 
379.  note  (h.)  DtrngL  18.  HUl  v.  Gray,  l  SiarUe^M  N.  P.  Rgp. 
434*    Ferphnck  an  CwUracU^  pamm.  S  AfoM.  I^p.408. 
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triiiBic  to  the  contract,  and  that  the  circumstances     1826. 
concealed   were  extrinric.    If  this  proposition  ^^^JjJ]^ 
were  true,  although  there  had  been  inquiry  and        v. 
communication,  yet  the  facts  themselves  being   theU.V^ 
of  such  a  character  that  they  need  not  to  have 
been  disclosed,  that  alone  created  the  exception 
to  the  rule.     But,  it  was  insisted,  the  exception 
ought  to  be  confined  to .  those  facts  which  are 
equally  open  to  both  parties/    The  ground  upon 
which  Etting  undertook  for  M ^GuUough^s  per«' 
formance,  was  his  confidenciB  in  his  supposed  in«- 
tegrity,  and  in  his  resources  and  credit  derived 
from  his  connexion  with  the  bank.    No  case 
could  be  found,  which  states,  that  inquiry  is  ne<- 
cessary  to  create  the  obligation  to  disclose  mate- 
rial facts,  which  are  not  equally  within  the  know- 
ledge of  both  parties.     The  fraud  consists  in 
dealing  with  the  party  in  ignorance,  and  leaving 
him  so.     It  is  not  necessary  that  the  other  party 
should  have  created  the  false  impression,  or  in^ 
tended  to  have  created  it.     It  is  sufficient  that  he 
knows  it,  and  takes   advantage  of  it/    Undue 
concealment  consists  in  the  suppression  of  a  ma- 
terial fact,  not  in  the  knowledge  of  both  parties, 
and  not  of  a  nature  to  be  equally  known  to  both 
parties,  in  a  case  where  confidence  is  reposed 
that  the  fact  does  not  exist.     In  Laidlaw  v.  Or^ 

a  Laidlanr  v.  Organ,  2  Wheal.  Rep.  183. 

b  Stuart  V.  Wilkins,  Daugl  18.  Pidcock  v.  Bishop,  3  Bamto. 
^  Cresw.  ^5.  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1  Dow.  Pari.  Rep. 
272.  1  Brod.  Sf  Bingh.  289.  Jackson  v.  Bucbaire,  3  Term  R^. 
551. 
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1826.    gauj  the  intelligence  was  of  a   nature  to  be 

^"*^!^^r^  equally  known  to  both  parties,  and  it  was  not  a 

_     ▼•        fact  respectin£r  which  confidence  is  generally  re- 
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the  U.  S.    posed  that  it  will  be  di/sclosed. 

On  the  second  point,  it  was  argued,  that  here 
was  an  act  done  in  order  to  give  a  false  credit, 
and  it  did  give  falne  credit.  It  was  a  positive 
deceit  by  acts,  though  not  by  words.  It  was 
asked,  whether  a  party  might  lawfully  deceive  in 
one  way,  and  not  in  the  other  ?  The  law  is  more 
consistent  with  common  justice,  and  says  you 
must  do  nothing  to  deceive.*  It  was  a  case  of 
industrious  concealment.^  By  continuing  the 
cashier  in  office,  the  defendants  in  error  gave 
him  a  fictitious  credit  which  they  knew  did  not 
belong  to  him.  It  was  analogous  to  the  ordinary 
case  of  the  fraudulent  misrepresentation  of  the 
credit  of  another.^  It  had  been  said  there  was 
no  inquiry.  Why  was  there  none  ?  Because, 
the  very  continuance  of  the  officer  in  office,  was 
evidence  that  they  thought  him  honest.  It 
might,  perhaps,  be  contended,  that  nothing  was 
positively  said  or  done  by  the  bank  calculated  to 
mislead  the  surety;  But  silence,  or  an  omission 
to  act,  may,  in  many  cases,  as  effectually  deceive 
the  party,  as  the  most  explicit  declaration,  or  the 
most  positive  acts.  Continuing  the  cashier  in 
office  was  equivalent  to  a  snggestio  falsi/ 

a  2  JFheat.  Rrp.  295.  1  Dow.  Pari  Rep.  294, 295.  2  Term 
Rep.  587. 

h  Sugd.  Fend,  226, 227*  and  the  cases  there  collected. 

c  Paisley  V.  Freeman,  3  Term  Rep.  51. 

d  In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland^  (1  Dow.  Pari. 
Rep.  294.)  Lord  Eldon  spake  of  another  case  which  had  come 
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On  the  third  point,  the  peculiar  character  of    1826. 
the  bank  was  insisted  on,  as  an  instrument  of  the  ^"^^^^^^ 
government,  not  created  for  its  own  profit  mere-        ▼• 
ly,  but  as  a  means  to  aid  the  financial  operations    the  U.S. 
of  the  government '     Both  the  public  and  the 
government  were  deceived  and  injured  by  the 
misplaced  confidence  of  the  bank  in  their  cashier. 
It  was  their  duty  to  have  removed  him  the  instant 
his  default  was  discovered.     It  is  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  the  law  to  enforce  a  contract  obtained 
by  a  breach  of  duty  to  the  public.     The  bank 
may  be  considered  as    a  public   officer,  and   is 
bound  by  the  same  obligations,  and  owes  the 
same  duties,  as  any  other  publie  officer.     But, 
would  it  be  pretended,  that  a  public  officer  could 
keep  an  unworthy  agent  or  deputy  in  office,  for 

before  him.  (^Maltbtf^M  case.)  <<  A  clerk  to  the  Fishmonger's 
CompaDy  bad  incurred  a  considerable  debt*  The  deficit  bad  been 
increasing  from  year  to  year,  and  was  at  length  carried  beyond 
what  the  company  were  likely  to  recover.  They  demanded  addi- 
tional security,  which  he  procared.  The  case  had  come  before 
him  only  upon  motion,  but  he  had  thought  a  good  deal  upon  it, 
and  the  light  in  which  it  appeared  to  him  was  this :  If  he  knew 
himself  to  be  cheated  by  an  agent,  and,  concealing  that  fact,  a[v 
plied  for  security,  in  such  a  manner,  and  under  such  circumstances, 
as  held  him  out  to  others  as  one  whom  he  consideKd  as  a  trust- 
worthy person,  and  any  one  acting  under  the  impression  that  the 
agent  was  so  considered  by  his  employer,  bad  become  bound  for 
him ;  it  appeared  to  him,  that  he  could  not  conscientiously  hold 
that  security.  He  was,  then,  of  opinion,  that  the  Fishmonger's 
Company  could  not  hold  their  security.  He  did  not  know  what 
bad  become  of  the  case  afterwards,  but,  he  believed,  that  his  opi- 
nion was  submitted  to,  and  that  no  further  proceedings  were  had. 
He  had  since  reconsidered  the  matter,  and  still  retained  his  former 
opinion,  and  would  act  upon  it  judicially,  if  occasion  offered.'* 
a  M^Cullough  V.  Maryland,  4  fFheat,  Rep.  411.  422. 
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1826.    the  mere  purpose  of  securing  a  debt  due  to  him- 
^^^T^f^  self? 

T.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  error,  it  was 

the  u."s.°  stated,  that  the  rule  is  accurately  laid  down  by 
Mr.  FoTiblanquej  as  to  what  circumstances  a  con<- 
tracting  party  is  bound  to  disclose :  "  If  a  man, 
by  the  suppression  of  a  truth  trAicA  he  was  hound 
to  communicaUy  or  by  the  wilful  suggestion  of  a 
falsehood,  be  the  cause  of  prejudice  to  another, 
who  had  a  right  to  a  full  and  correct  representa- 
tion of  thefacty  it  is  certainly  agreeable  to  the 
dictates  of  a  good  conscience,  that  his  claim 
should  be  postponed  to  that  of  the  person  whose 
confidence  was  induced  by  his  representation."'' 
Under  certain  modifications,  and  with  *  certain 
exceptions,  the  party  is  bound  to  communicate  all 
circnmBieincea  intrinsic  \n  the  contract  itself;  all 
those  circumstances  which  enter  into  the  con- 
tract as  ingredients,  and  form  constituent  parts 
of  it.  But,  with  regard  to.  circumstances  extrin- 
sic to  the  contract,  though  forming  inducements 
to  enter  into  it,  however  powerfully  he  may  be- 
lieve and  know  they  are  operating  with  the  oppo- 
site party,  he  is  at  liberty  to  keep  silence.  In- 
trinsic circumstances  are  such,  for  example,  as 
regard  the  quality  and  price  of  the  article,  which 
must,  of  necessity,  enter  into  the  inducements. 
Extrinsic  circumstances  are  those  considerations 
which  form  no  component  part  of  the  contract 
itself,  but  which  may  form  inducements  with  the 
party  to  enter  into  it.    The  distinction  is  founded 

a  1  Fonbl  Eq.  164. 
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in  reason,  and  is  necessary  to  the  business  of    1826* 
life/    With  regard  to  the  whole  class  of  extrin-  ""^^Q^ 
iic  circumstances,  though,  if  the  party  undertake        v. 
to  disclose  them,  he  must  take  care  to  state  the   ^i,^  u^  ^^ 
truth,  yet,  he  may  maintain  the  most  obstinate 
silence  respecting  them,  and  the  contract  will 
still  be  valid. 

As  to  the  objection,  that'^the  rule  must  be  re- 
ceived with  the  qualification,  that  the  facts  are 
equally  accessible  to  both  parties,  it  was  said, 
that  if  by  this  was  meant,  that  they  must  be 
equally  accessible  to  both  by  the  use  of  ordinary 
diligence,  it  could  not  be  considered  as  well 
founded.^  And,  if  it  meant  nothing  more  than 
that  it  was  physically  accessible,  where  the  party 
pushes  his  inquiries  in  all  possible  directions,  and 
takes  sufficient  time  to  make  the  discovery,  then 
it  was  inapplicable  to  any  practical  purpose  in 
the  business  of  life.  The  qualification  had  been 
borrowed  from  the  law  with  regard  to  intrinsic 
circumstances,  to  which  it  was  properly  applied, 
and  transferred  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  to 
which  it  was  wholly  inapplicable.  Assuming, 
that,  with  regard  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  a 
party  may  conceal  them  without  impairing  the 
contract,  there  was  not  a  feature  in  any  one  of 
the  instructions  in  this  case  which  was  not  justi- 
fied by  the  operation  of  that  principle.  The 
keeping  the  cashier  in  office  was  doing  nothing. 

a  2  fiPi^a^.  Itep.  185.  note  c.and  the  passages  from  Potbier 
there  cited. 
b  Fox  r.  Mackreth,  2  Bro.  Ck.  Cos.  420. 
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1826.     It  was  a  mere  forbearance  to  act.     All  the  cases 

^^J^f^J^  referred  to,  of  industrious  concealment,  admitted 

▼.        of  two  answers:     (1.)  That  the    concealment 
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<ie  u.  S.  ^^^  of  Circumstances  inlrtnmc  to  the  contract. 
(2.)  That,  in  all  the  cases,  no  acts  were  done 
to  alter  the  antecedent  state  of  things  for  the 
purpose  of  concealment.  As  to  the  case  of 
Smith  V.  The  Bank  of  Scotland,''  which  had 
been  relied  upon  as  analogous  to  the  present, 
it  would  be  found  that  there. was  a  posi- 
tive misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  the  bank, 
they  alleging  that  further  security  was  wanted  on 
account  of  an  increase  of  business,  when,  in 
fact,  there  was  a  decrease.  Another  case  from 
the  same  book  might  have  been  cited,  where  an 
attempt  was  made  to  set  aside  a  security  bond, 
alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by  unfounded  re- 
presentations of  circumstances  generally,  with- 
out any  direct  reference  to  the  bond,  and  the 
Court  having,  according  to  the  forms  of  the 
Scottish  law,  appointed  the  sureties  to  say  whe- 
ther they  would  refer  to  the  respondent's  oath, 
^^  that  he  did  tlicit  that  bond  ?''  and  the  sureties 
having  admitted,  that  '^  they  never  meant  to  say 
that  there  was  any  degree  of  personal  influence 
with  either  of  them  to  elicit  the  bond  of  relief  j'^^ 
the  Court  of  Session  pronounced  in  favour  of  the 
bond,  which  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords 
on  appeal.^  So,  here,  it  might  be  asked,  whe- 
ther the  plaintifis  below  had  done  any  thing  to 

a  1  Daw.  Pari  Rep.  272. 

6  Webster  v.  Chrystie,  1  Dow.  Pari  Rep.  24?. 
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eZtetY  the  note.     All  that  was  alleged  was^  that    1826. 
they    had  not    communicated    their    intention  ^"^[^j]^ 
of  removing  the   cashier,  when  they  were  not        ▼• 
asked  respecting  their  intentions,  and  when  it  YuM."' 
was  equally  lawful  for  them  to  retain  or  to  re- 
move him.     The  effort  on  the  other  side  is  to 
induce  the  Court  to  establish  a  new  rule  of  law, 
which)  however  analogous  to  other    principles^ 
merely  applicable  to  the  contract  of  insurance^ 
was  admitted,  even  by  the  ingenious  and  learned 
author  of  the  treatise  which  had  been  referred 
to,  not  to  form  a  part  of  the  jurisprudence  of 
this  country.* 

Mr.   Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered    the  ^<^reh  leth. 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

If  this  case  depended  on  the  deservedly  high 
character  of  the  individuals  who  were  engaged 
on  the  part  of  the  bank  in  the  transactions  in 
which  the  suit  originated ;  if  elevation  above  the 
possibility  of  suspicion  that  they  could  have  me- 
ditated any  thing  believed  by  themselves  to  be 
legally  or  morally  wrong,  could  decide  it,  this 
cause  would  not  have  required  the  great  efforts 
which  have  been  bestowed  upon  it.  The  names 
which  appear  on  this  record  can  never  be  con- 
nected with  actual  fraud ;  nor  would  any  difficulty 
be  found  in  protecting  them  from  the  imputa- 
tion, were  it  possible  that  it  could  be  made.  But 
judicial  inquiries  are  into  the  rights  of  the  par- 

■ 

a  Verphnck  on  Contracts, 
VoL.Xh  10 
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1826.     ties;  and,  although  high  and  honourable  charac- 

^^^^^  *er  has,  and  ought  to  have,  great  influence  in 

V.        weishini?  testimony  in  which  that  character  is  in 
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the  V.  s.  A^y  manner  involved ;  yet,  when  the  mferences 
from  that  testimony  are  drawn  by  others,  and  a 
Court  is  required  to  pronounce  the  law  arising 
upon  them,  character  is  excluded  from  the  view 
of  the  Judge,  and  legal  principles  alone  can  be 
acknowledged  as  his  guide. 

At  the  trial  several  points  of  law  were  raised 
by  both  parties,  on  which  opinions  were  given,  to 
which  exceptions  were  taken,  and  the  correctness 
of  those  opinions  constitutes  the  single  inquiry 
in  this  Court.  [Here  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
stated  the  case,  as  it  is  stated  above.] 

As  preliminary  to  the  inquiry,  whether  the  law 
arising  on  the  facts,  and  On  the  inferences  as- 
sumed in  the  bills  of  exceptions  contained  in  the 
record,  was  correctly  stated  by  the  Court,  a  point 
has  been  made  at  the  bar,  which  must  be  disposed 
of.  It  has  been  contended,  that  a  Court  is  not 
bound  to  answer  abstract  or  hypothetical  ques- 
tions of  law,  not  growing  out  of  the  testimony  in 
the  cause,  which  may  be  propounded  at  the  bar ; 
and,  to  apply  this  principle,  it  has  been  also  con- 
tended,, that  the  testimony  contained  in  the  record, 
iMid  referred  to  in  the  bills  of  exceptions,  contains 
nothing  from  which  the  jury  could  possibly  draw 
those  inferences  of  fact  upon  which  the  Court 
was  asked  to  declare  the  law.  That  the  points 
made  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  constitute  a  dis- 
tinct and  totally  different  case  from  that  made  by 
the  evidence. 
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That  a  Judge  cannot  be  required  to  declare    1836. 
the  law  on  hjrpothetical  questions  which  do  not  ^"^V^^ 
belong  to  the  cause  on  trial,  has  been  frequently        t. 
asserted  in  this  Court,  and  is,  we  believe,  incon-    ^^  ^^  s. 
trovertible/    The  Court  may,  at  any  time,  refuse 
to  give  an  opinion  on  such  a  point ;   and  if  the 
party  propounding  the  question   is  dissatisfied 
with  it,  he  may  except  to  the  refusal,  which  ex- 
ception will  avail  him,  if  he  shows  that  the  ques- 
tion was  warranted  by  the  testimony,  and  that 
the  opinion  he  asked  ought  to  have  been  given. 
But,  if  the  Judge  proceeds  to  state  the  law,  and 
states  it  erroneously,  his  opinion  ought  to  be  re- 
vised ;  and  if  it  can  have  had  any  influence  on 
the  jury,  their  verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside. 

It  cannot,  however,  we  think,  be  correctly  af- 

ft 

firmed  with  respect  to  the  case  now  under  consi- 
deration, that  the  points  stated  in  the  bills  of  ex- 
ception have  no  relation  to  the  testimony  to 
which  those  bills  refer.  That  testimony  consists 
of  various  communications  and  reports,  made  to 
the  bank,  of  their  own  transactions,  and  of  the 
admissions  of  parties.  It  has  been  said,  that 
this  testimony  is  all  in  writing,  and  is  to  be  con- 
strued by  the  Court ;  and  from  this  proposition  is 
deduced  the  corollary,  that  the  jury  was  not  at 
liberty  to  draw  inferences  from  it. 

Were  the  fact  as  alleged,  and  were  it  true, 
that  the  testimony  is  all  in  writing,  the  conse- 
quence drawn  from  it  cannot  be  admitted.  Con- 
ceding it  to  be  the  province  of  the  Court  to  con- 
strue any  particular  paper  which  was  offered  in 

a  Hamilton  v.  Russell,  1  CrmcV*  Rep.  309.  SI 8. 
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1826.     evidence,  the  report  of  the  30th  of  March  for 

^"^Y"^  example,  and  to  declare  the  meaning  of  every 

V.        sentence,  and  of  the  whole  instrument,  yet  this 
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the  u.  s.  report  contains  a  great  variety  of  extrinsic  cir- 
cumstances, suggests  measures  of  deep  interest, 
was  followed  by  numerous  successive  acts  which 
took  place  in  the  country,  and  which  do  not  de- 
rive all  their  influence  on  the  cause  from  the  con- 
struction of  the  particular  papers  in  which  they 
are  communicated,  but,  in  a  considerable  degree, 
from  their  connexion  with  each  other,  from  the 
motives  in  which  they  originate,  and  from  the 
effects  they  were  calculated  to  produce,  and  did 
produce,  on  others.  These  subjects  are  pecu- 
liarly proper  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury.  If 
the  testimony  be  examined,  it  will,  we  think,  ap- 
pear, that  the  counsel  .for  the  plaintiffs  has  not 
asked  the  Court  to  give  its  opinion  on  any  infe- 
rences of  fact  which  it  was  not  at  least  possible 
for  the  jury  to  draw  from  the  evidence.  The 
knowledge  of  the  bank  is  not  questioned.  The 
ignorance  of  Etting  might  be  inferred  from  the 
absence  of  all  testimony  proving  his  knowledge 
that  any  fraud  had  been  practised  by  M'CuUough. 
The  original  resolution  of  the  bank  to  remove 
M'CuUough  might  be  inferred  from  their  know- 
ledge of  his  unfitness  for  the  office,  and  from  the 
fact  that  they  did  remove  him  the  instant  the  secu* 
rities  were  obtained  which  they  expected  from  him. 
The  same  facts  might  justify  the  inference  re- 
specting the  motives  which  induced  the  bank  to 
retain  him  in  office  until  those  securities  were 
procured 
We  are  far  from  saying  that  these  inferences  were 
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all  of  them  such  as  the  jury  ought  to  have  drawn.  1826. 
It  is  not  difficult  to  perceive,  that  the  bank  might  ^^^^^^ 
have  acted  on  motives  equally  unexceptionable  in  ▼• 
morals  and  in  law.  The  jury  might  very  well  the  U.S. 
have  believed  that  the  bank  thought  the  26,550 
shares  of  stock  were  not  worth  more  than  the 
sums  for  which  they  were  pledged,  or,  at  any 
rate,  were  not  a  safe  security,  and  might,  there- 
fore, think  it  advisable  to  relinquish  that  pledge, 
if  other  security  could  be  substituted  in  its  place. 
Others  might  estimate  that  stock  more  highly 
than  they  did,  and  might  estimate  it  rightly. 
Friends,  therefore,  acting  on  their  own  judgment 
of  the  value  of  this  stock,  might  be  found  willing 
to  endorse  the  paper  of  Mr.  M'CuUough  on  re- 
ceiving it  as  a  pledge.  The  motive,  too,  for  re- 
taining Mr.  M^CuUough  in  office  might  be  to  in- 
duce him  to  do  the  bank  all  the  justice  in  his 
power,  not  to  induce  others  to  endorse  his  notes. 
The  whole  subject  was  before  the  jury,  and  they 
might  have  drawn  from  the  testimony  either 
these  inferences,  or  those  which  are  stated  in  the 
bills  of  exceptions.  The  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffa,  believing  the  law  to  be  in  their  favour  even 
upon  that  view  of  the  testimony  which  is  taken 
in  the  exceptions,  and  fearing  that  the  jury, 
should  they  take  that  view,  might  find  for  the 
defendant,  chose  to  refer  the  law  to  the  Court. 
Whether  his  fears  respecting  the  jury  were  well 
or  ill  founded,  this  cause  must  now  be  decided  on 
the  correctness  of  the  opinion  given  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court. 

In  the  very  elaborate  arguments  which  have 
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18S6.  been  made  at  the  bar,  several  cases  have  been 
cited  which  have  been  attentively  considered. 
No  attempt  will  be  made  to  analyze  them,  or  to 
*^'  decide  on  their  application  to  the  case  before  us^ 
because  the  Judges  are  divided  respecting  it. 
,  Consequently,  the  principles  of  law  which  have 
been  argued  cannot  be  settled ;  but  the  judgment 
is  affirmed,  the  Court  being  divided  in  opinion 
upon  it. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


llwh  78 
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Brooks  v.Marbury. 

A  debtor  has  a  right  to  prefer  one  creditor  to  another  in  payment ;  and 
it  if  no  objection  to  the  validitj  of  an  assignment  for  that  purpoae^ 
thai  it  was  made  by  the  grantor^  and  received  by  the  franceoi  as 
trustee,  in  the  hope  and  expectation,  and  with  a  view  of  preventinf 
prosecution  for  a  felony  connected  with  hU  transactions  with  his 
creditors ;  if  the  preferred  creditors  hare  done  nothing  to  excite 
that  hope,  and  the  assignment  was  made  without  their  kxowledge 
or  concurrence  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  without  a  know- 
ledge of  the  motives  which  influenced  the  assignor,  or  •  was  not  af- 
terwards assented  to  by  them  under  some  engagement  express  or 
implied  to  suppress  or  forbear  the  prosecution. 

An  assignment  lor  the  benefit  of  preferred  creditors  is  valid,  although 
their  assent  is  not  given  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  if  they  subse- 
quently assent  in  terms,  or  by  actually  receiving  the  benefit  of  it. 

It  is  BO  objection  to  such  an  assignment,  that  it  defeats  all  other  cre- 
ditors of  their  legal  remedies,  even  if  amounting  to  a  mijoriQr  io 
number  and  value,  unless  there  be  soma  express  provision  of  a 
bankrupt  law  to  invalidate  the  deed. 
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Quore,  How  far,  and  und«r  what  circttmttaoces^  the  pouession  of  tbe      1826* 
property  aisigoed  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  creditorsi  continue 
ing  in  the  grantor,  will  invalidate  the  assignment. 

A  eertified  copy  of  a  registered  deed  cannot  be  giveii  in  evidoDce,  if 
within  the  power  of  the  party  claiming  under  it  to  produce  the  ori* 
ginal,  unless  there  be  some  express  proTislon  by  statute  making  an 
authenticated  copy  evidence. 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District 
of  Columbia. 

This  is  the  same  case  which  is  reported  ante, 
vol.  VII.  p.  556.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  was  then  reversed,  and  a  venire  de  novo 
awarded.  At  the  new  trial,  exceptions  were 
taken  to  the  instructions  given  by  the  Court  to 
the  jury ;  and  the  cause  having  again  been  brought 
before  this  Court  for  revision,  was  argued  by 
Mr.  Jones  and  Mr.  CoT^e^  for  the  plaintiff,'  and 
by  the  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Key,  for  the 
defendant/ 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered  the  Feb^ioih- 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  case  depends  on  the  validity  of  a  deed 
executed  by  Richard  H.  Fitzhugh  on  the  31st  of 
December,  1819,  purporting  to  convey  to  the  de- 
fendant, for  the  use  of  certain  enumerated  cre- 
ditors, his  slaves,  goods,  and  debts,  which  deed 

a  They  cited  6  Harri9  Sf  JohiM,  Rep.  234.  Hamilton  v.  Bas^ 
sell,  1  Oranch^B  Rep.  3f  0.  Hildreth  v.  Sands,  2  Joluu.  Ch.  Cat. 
35.     Edwards  ▼.  Harlin,  2  Term  Rep.  5S7. 

6  They  cited  Marbury  v.  Brooka,  7  Wheat.  Rep.  556.  Whea- 
taa  V.  Sexton  4  Wheat.  Rep.  503.  Astor  v.  Wells,  4  WkeaL 
Rep.  466.    Sands  v.  Hildreth,  14  Johne.  Rep.  493. 
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1826*  was  recorded  in  the  record  book  for  the  county 
in  which  the  parties  resided,  on  the  3d  of  January, 
1820.  Immediately  after  executing  this  deedy 
the  said  Fitzhugh  absconded ;  and  on  the  10th  of 
February  thereafter,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  an  at- 
tachment to  attach  his  effects  in  the  hands  of  the 
said  Marbury.  The  garnishee  denies  that  he 
has  any  effects  of  the  said  Fitzhugh  in  his  hands 
which  can  be  affected  by  the  attachment,  the 
same  not  being  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  creditors 
enumerated  in  the  deed  which  has  been  mention- 
ed. The  plaintiff  contests  the  validity  of  that 
deed.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favour  of  its 
validity,  upon  which  the  Circuit  Court  rendered  a 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  which  he  has 
brought  before  this  Court  by  a  writ  of  error.  In 
the  course  of  the  trial,  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  some  opinions 
given  by  the  Court,  and  to  its  refusal  to  give 
others  for  which  they  applied.  The  correctness 
of  the  opinions  given,  and  of  the  refusal  of  those 
not  given,  will  now  be  considered. 

On  the  trial,  the  garnishee  offered  to  read  from 
the  record  books  of  the  county,  the  memorial  of 
the  deed  which  has  been  mentioned,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  objected,  and  insisted  that  the  original 
ought  to  be  produced.  The  Court  overruled 
this  objection,  and  the  copy  was  read.  To  this 
opinion  of  the  Court  the  plaintiff's  counsel  ex- 
cepted ;  and  he  now  insists,  that  there  is  no  law 
of  the  State  of  Maryland  which  directs  a  deed  of 
the  description  of  that  of  which  a  copy  was  read 
in  this  case,  to  be  recorded ;  and  that,  if  there 
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were  such  a  law,  stitl  the  original!  ought  to  be    18^. 
produeedy  if  within  the  power  of  the  party  claiinr  ^^"^^^^^ 
ing  under  it  ▼. 

The  act  of  1729,  ch.  8.  enacts,  "  that  from  ^*"*^'^' 
and  after  the  end  of  this  session  of  Assembly, 
no  goods  or  chattels  whereof  the  vendor,  mort- 
gagor, or  donor,  shall  remain  in  possession,  shall 
poM,  alter,  or  change,  or  any  property  thereof 
be  transferred  to  any  purchaser,  unless  the  same 
be  by  writing,  and  acknowledged  before  one  pro- 
vincial Justice  of  the  county  where  such  seller, 
mortgagor,  or  donor,  shall  reside,  and  be  within 
twenty  days  recoi:ded  in  the  records  of  the  same 
county." 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists,  that  this 
law  directs  the  recording  of  those  deeds  only 
which  convey  property  of  which  the  donor  re- 
mains in  possession,  and  that  the  possession  in 
this  case  must  be  supposed  to  have  passed  with 
the  deed,  unless  the  contrary  be  shown. 

This  objection  is  not  without  its  weight.  It, 
however,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  suggested 
at  the  trial,  and  probably  did  not  occur  to  the  ^uterey  How 
Court  or  the  parties  at  the  time,  or  it  might  have  {JVsMwion  ^ot 
he«D  shown  that  in  point  of  fact  the  possession  ^^^|°§  ''*''''\'^; 
was  not  immediately  changed.  Since,  however,  ^|j^  '"j.  '^^ 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  was  not  i^ade  to  "wignmem  to 

trustees  for  the 

depend  on  the  circumstance  of  possession,  this  benefit  or  cre- 

:         .  Ill  ditors,)  wouia 

otyection  cannot  be  overlooked.  invalidate    it 

It  has  been,  also,  contended  by  the  plaintiff,  thonty  or  Ho- 
that  if  possession  did  not  accompany  and  follow  ^/,(7c/am^# 
the  deed,  it  is  void  as  to  Cireditprs  under  the  au-  ^'  ^^^'^ 

Vol.  Xf .  1 1 
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1826.  thority  of  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Russd, 
(1  CranMs  Rep.  310.)  On  thi«  point,  it  may 
be  proper  to  observe,  that  in  Hamilton  v.  Russdy 
the  deed  purported  to  convey  the  property  to  the 
vendee  for  his  own  immediate  use,  and  the  sub- 
sequent continued  possession  of  the  vendor  .was 
incompatible  with  the  instrument.  This  is  a 
deed  of  trust,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  made,  but  for  the  benefit  of  certain 
enumerated  creditors.  The  continuance  of  the 
possession  with  the  donor  until  the  trust  can  be 
executed,  may  not  be  so  incompatible  with  the 
deed  as  to  render  it  absolutely  void  under  all  cir- 
cumstances. The  Court  does  not  mean  to  ex- 
press any  opinion  on  this  point,  farther  than  to 
say,  that  it  is  not  supposed  to  be  decided  in 
Hamilton  v.  Russd. 
A^^^^^i  ^''*     Should  the  act  of  1729  be  considered  as  ap- 

deed  inadmis-  ^  * 

de'nce  *"  *^*"  P^y*"8  ^^  ^^^®  casc,  the  qucstiou  would  then  arise, 
whether  the  copy  of  a  deed  be  admissible  where 
the  original  is  in  the  power  of  the  party  offering 
the  copy.  This  would  be  contrary  to  the  great 
principle,  that  the  best  evidence  which  the  nature 
of  thef  case  admits  of  ought  to  be  required.  But, 
it  has  been  said,  in  answer  to  this  objection,  that 
the  Courts  of  Maryland  have  so  decided.  This 
Court  will  certainly  respect  the  decisions  made  in 
the  State ;  but  we  are  not  satisfied  that  the 
principle  is  settled.  In  the  case  cited  from  6  Har- 
ris Sf  Johnsouj  234.  the  question  arose  on  the 
conclusiveness,  not  on  the  admissibility,  of  the 
evidence.  The  suit  was  on  an  administrator's 
bond,  and  Mr.  Mc  Gruder  said,  in  argument,  that 
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the  law  requires  such  a  suit  to  be  brought  on  a     1 826. 
copy  of  the  bond.     Of  course,  such  copy  must  be  "^^^J^ 
admissible.     It  is  true,  that  in  deciding  against        ▼. 
its  conclusiveness,  the  Court  said,  generally,  that      "  "'^' 
a  copy  is  prima  facie  evidence  in  all  cases  where 
the  law  directs  an  instrument  of  writing  to  be  re- 
corded.    This  is  the  assertion  of  a  general  prin- 
ciple, not  the  construction  of  a  particular  act, 
and  we  understand  that  the  Courts  of  Maryland 
have  not  adhered  uniformly  to  the  principle  thus 
laid  down.     There  is  some  contrariety  of  opinion 
on  this  point;  but  the  majority  of  the  Court  con- 
ceives that  the  copy  should  not  have  been  read, 
without  showing  that  the  original  was  not  in  the 
power  of  the  party. 

Although  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
must  be  reversed  for  error  in  admitting  impro- 
per testimony,  yet,  as  the  record  presents  other 
points  which  must  again  arise,  and  which  have 
been  fully  argued,  this  Court  will  proceed  to  in- 
dicate its  opinion  on  those  points. 

The  deed  having  been  admitted,  its  validity 
came  on  to  be  discussed. 

Richard  H.  Fitzhugh  had  made  notes  to  a  very  Question  as  to 
considerable  amount,  and  had  forged  the  names  the  anignmeot 
of  endorsers  thereon;  after  which,  he  had  dis-otbercredUoK! 
counted  them  in  the  banks  of  Georgetown,  and 
of  this  city.     The  proceeds  of  the  deed  were  to 
be  applied,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  payment 
of  these  forged  notes ;  after  which,  the  residue 
was  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  generally.   It 
is  understood  that  there  is  no  residue ;  and  that 
if  the  deed  be  valid,  the  debts  due  to  the  favoured 
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1826.    creditors  will  be  paid  to  the  exclusion  of  aH 

^'-'^"'•^'T^  others ;  if  it  be  iovalid,  the  whole  proceeds  tniMt 

V.        foe  paid  to  the  attaching  creditors  in  the  order  in 

Muxbury.   ^jjj^jj  ^^y  Stand,  to  the  exclusion  of  those  for 

whose  benefit  the  deed  was  made,  and  of  those 
attaching  creditors  also  for  whom  nothing  shaU 
remain  after  satisfying  prior  attachments.  Itis, 
then,  a  mere  question  of  legal  preference,  umbix- 
ed  with  any  equitable  considerations  whatever. 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintijQT,  that  the  deed 
IS  void,  because  the  consideration  is  illegal,  it 
being  given  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  a  ipro- 
secution  for  a  felony. 

The  testimony  in  the  cause  was  abundantly  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  jury  in  drawing  the  infe- 
rences, that  the  deed  was  executed  by  Fitzhugh 
in  the  hope  that  payment  of  the  forged  notes 
would  enable  him  to. escape  a  prosecution;  and 
that  the  same  hope  was  entertained  by  Marbury. 
It  is  not  doubted,  that  had  there  been  any  pre- 
vious communication  with  the  banks  which  led  to 
this  hope,  or  any  evidence  that  the  prosecution 
was  not  instituted  in  consequence  of  the  notes 
being  paid,  or  that  their  payment  was  to  depend 
on  a  forbearance  to  prosecute,  the  deed  would 
have  been  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  and 
utterly  void.  But,  the  evidence  stated  in  the  caae, 
and  the  opinions  which  were  given,  as  well  as 
those  which  were  refused  by  the  Court,  present 
the  question  whether,  assuming  the  entire  inno- 
cence of  the  favoured  creditors,  the  deed  to  Mar- 
bury  is  annulled  by  any  hope  which  might  have 
lurked  in  the  bosoms  of  both  the  grantor  and 
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grantee^  that  die  payment  of  the  notes  it  ivas     11^8. 
iotefkded  to  seciffe,  might  saTe  Fitzhugh  from  a  ^^^!^^ 
{iroseontion.  .▼« 

This  case  bas  once  already  been  before  this  ^•'""^* 
Court,  on  a  writ  of  ^ror  to  a  judgment  of  tbe 
sanM  Circuit  Court,  made  in  favour  of  the  a:ttaGh<^ 
ing  creditor/which  judgment  was  reversed/  But, 
although  tlie  facts  were  the  same,  the  apiniotts 
401  which  the  t^ase  depended  were  essentially  dif- 
ieren t  from  those  which  are  now  to  be  consider- 
ed. The  case  wears  a  new  aspect  in  many  re* 
apeets,  «nd  stands  on  principles  which  are  aot 
abaohiiely  the  same.  Although  any  point  al* 
reaifyidetermined,  will  not  be  changed  lightly  or 
jfibcoaaidaralely,  yet,  we  thiiiky  that  the  decision 
in  the  former  case  does  not  positively  determiiie 

The  firstc  exception  is  to  an  opinion  given  oix 
die  praryer  of  the  defendant.  The  Court  in^ 
strtieted  the  jury,  ''  that  if  they  believed^  from 
the  ievidence,  that  Richard  H.  Fitzhugh  executed 
the  deed  in  question ,  and  William  Marbury  im- 
oepted  the  same,  without  the  concurrence  or 
SiDOwledge  of  the  banks  mentioned  ip  the  deed ; 
And  thaA  the  said  banks  assented  to  th<e  sangte 
witiiMUt  any  engagement,  express  or  implijed^  jCo 
jiupi^ess  or  forbear  the  prosecution  of  the  said 
Pluhugh,  then  the  plaintiff  is  not  eoi^itl^  to  ro- 
.GOiver.'^  Tjo  this  instruction  given  by  the  Court 
to  ihe  jury,  the  counsei  for  the  plaintiff  ^k* 
oepted. 

a  7  Whsai.  Rep.  ^56. 
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1826.  The  case  assumed  is,  that  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted ^'  without  the  concurrence  or  kn«  ^wledge  of 
the  banks."  At  the  time  of  its  execution,  then, 
they  cannot  be  considered  as  having  in  any  man- 
ner participated  in  it.  The  terms  exclude  any 
agency  whatever  on  their  part  in  obtaining  it. 
The  case  proceeds,  *^  and  that  the  said  banks 
assented  to  the  same  without  any  engagement, 
express  or  implied^  to  suppress  or  forbear  the 
prosecution  of  the  said  Fitzhugh.''  This  branch 
of  the  statement  supposes  equal  innocence  on 
the  part  of  the  banks  when  the  deed  was  accept- 
ed. The  case  put  is,  that  they  had  entered  into 
no  express  or  implied  engagement  to  suppress 
or  forbear  the  prosecution.  This  certainly  left 
the  jury  at  full  liberty  to  infer  an  understanding 
between  M arbury  and  the  banks,  which  is  an  im- 
plied engagement,  from  the  fact  that  they  forbore 
to  prosecute  when  it  was  in  their  power  to  do  so, 
if  such  was  the  fact.  It  left  the  jury  at  full  liberty 
to  draw  this  inference  from  any  language  or  con- 
duct of  the  favoured  creditors,  either  before  or 
after  the  deed  was  accepted,  which,  in  their  opi- 
nion, would  justify  it.  If,  then,  the  Court  erred 
in  giving  the  instruction,  that,  in  such  a  state  of 
things,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  it 
is  because  the  belief  on  the  part  of  Fitzhugh 
and  Marbury,  that  the  payment  of  the  forged 
notes  might  save  Fitzhugh  from  a  prosecution, 
although  such  a  belief  was  unauthorized  by  those 
for  whose  benefit  the  deed  was  made,  and  was 
not  communicated  to  them,  vitiates  the  convey- 
ance, so  that  nothing  passed  by  it. 
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The  general  principle,  that  no|ice  to  a  trustee,  or  1&26. 
an  agent,  is  notice  to  the  cestui  que  trusty  or  to  his 
employer,  is  too  well  settled  to  be  drawn  into 
question.  But,  the  case  put  to  the  Court,  does 
not  suppose  Marbury  to  be  the  trustee  or  agent  t,?^rit*  m- 
of  the  creditors.  He  is  the  trustee  and  agent  of  ^^^JlJ^JJ^ 
Fitzhugh,  to  perform  an  act  for  him  which  ^is '^j^  *»^^ «^ 
situation  disabled  him  from  performing  in  person,  wat  the  true- 
This  act  was  entirely  consistent  with  law ;  it  was  creditow,  tut 

11  1  •  1  11  -  of  the  giantor. 

to  sell  his  property,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to 
the  payment  of  creditors  of  a  particular  descrip- 
tion in  the  first  instance,  and,  afterwards,  to  cre- 
ditors generally.    His  right  to  give  the  preference 
is  not  questioned,  nor  is  the  validity  of  the  con- 
sideration, so  far  as  it  moved  from  the  creditors, 
infected  with   any  vicious  principle,  or   in  any 
manner  brought  into  doubt.     A   contract,   the 
consideration  of  which  is  the  compounding  of 
felony,  is  admitted  to  be  void ;  and  if  this  con- 
veyance had  been  induced  by  such  composition, 
or  the  promise  of  it,  or  had  depended  on  it,  the 
fact  that  it  was  made  for  the  payment  of  debts 
justly  due,  would  not  have  secured  it  from  the 
effect  of  this  contaminating  ingredient.     But  no 
such    ingredient  enters   into  the   case.     Every 
thing  on  the  part  of  the  creditors,  or  of  any  per- 
son acting  for  them,  or  by  their  authority,  is  un- 
exceptionably  fair  and  legal.     The  plaintiffs  rest 
their  claim  to  set  aside  this  deed,  on  the  expecta- 
tions which  Fitzhugh  and  his  agent   had  form- 
ed of  its  operation  on  the  conduct  of  the  credi- 
tors, although  the  pro(;eedings  under  the  deed 
were  not  to  be  influenced  by  the  success  or  fail- 
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1826.  lire  of  tlieir  hopes.  The  case  put  in  this  prayer 
for  the  instruction  of  the  Court,  doea  not,  in- 
deed, suppose  such  expectations ;  but  as  it  does 
not  exclude  them,  and  as  the  instruction  to  the 
jury  is,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  wbateirer 
inferences  they  may  draw  from  the  testimonyt 
not  inconsistent  with  those  which  the  Court  sup* 
posies  to  decide  the  cause,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  inquire  whether  these  expectations  vitiate  the 
deed. 

It  cannot  be  questioned,  that  Fitzhugh  might 
have  sold  bis  property,  and  paid  the  proceeds  to 
the  banks,  and  that  such  sale  and  payment  would 
not  have  been  vitiated  by  any  expfeetaiion  he  bad 
formed  that  it  might  save  him  from  a  proeecu- 
tioo.  Had  he  communicated  this  expectation  to 
the  purchaser,  told  him  the  use  he  intended  to 
make  of  the  money,  and  that  his  motive  for  pre- 
ferring the  holders  of  these  forged  notes  to  other 
creditors,  was  the  hope,  that  on  receiving  pay^ 
ment,  they  might  be  less  active  in  the  prosecu- 
tion, would  this  have  rendered  the  sale  a  nidiity  ? 
We  cannot  conceive  that  such  a  communication 
would  have  affected  the  transaction. 

Had  Fitzhugh  conveyed  his  property  directly 
to  the  banks,  in  trust,  to  sell  it  for  the  payment 
of  these  notes  in  the  first  instance,  so  that  their 
right  became  absolute,  without  any  engagement, 
express  or  implied,  to  suppress  or  forbear  a  pro- 
secution, and  without  any  previous  or  simulta*- 
neous  communication  with  them,  would  the  hope 
cherished  in  his  own  mind,  that  this  payment 
might  operate  in  his  favour  with  them,  avoid  the 
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transaction  ?    We  can  perceive   no  reason  for     1826. 
ffivinir  such  an  effect  to  a  latent  hope  which  could   -^^ 
have  no  influence  on  those  to  whom  it  was  not        v. 
communicated.     If,  then,  this  very  transaction, 
passing  directly  between  Fitzhugh  and  the  banks, 
would  have  been  legal,  why  should  it  be  rendered 
illegal  by  the  agency  of  Marbury,  who  was  em- 
ployed by  Fitzhugh,  and  who  was  impelled  by 
the  same  motives  which  influenced  his  principal  ? 
If  Fitzhugh  might  have  conveyed  directly  to  the 
banks,  with  power  to  sell  for  their  own  benefit, 
why  might  he  not  convey  to  Marbury,  with  power 
to  sell,  and  pay  the  money  to  the  banks  P    If  a 
real  distinction  exists  between  the  cases,  we  are 
incapable  of  perceiving  it. 

The  preference  of  creditors  of  a  particular 
description,  over  others,  being  one  which  a  debt^ 
or  has  a  right  to  make,  the  sale  of  his  property, 
and  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  to  such  favour- 
ed creditors,  being  an  act  which  the  debtor  may 
perform  by  himself  or  his  agent,  we  cannot  con- 
ceive, that  the  motives  which  may  have  induced 
the  preference,  although  communicated  to  the 
agent,  can,  in  reason,  affect  the  transaction,  pro- 
vided nothing  has  occurred  on  the  part  of  the 
creditors,  which  is  in  any  degree  exceptionable, 
either  in  law  or  justice^ 

It  has  been  said,  that  this  deed,  as  between 

Fitzhugh  and  Marbury,  is  fraudulent,  and  that  no 

person,  however  innocent,  can  take  any  thing 

under  a  fraudulent  deed. 

This  proposition   is  certainly  laid   down  too 
Vol.  XI.  12 
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1826.     broadly.    That  deeds  which  are  abeolutely  roid 
^'^"'^T^^  cannot  be  the  foundation  of  title,  or  that  a  cestui 
r.        qtte  trust  can  claim  nothing  under  a  deed  whieb 
Marburj.    -^  fraudulently  obtained  by  his  trustee,  or  agent, 
acting  by  his  authority,  need  not  be  controvert- 
ed ;  but  that  a  principal  and  his  agent,  medita- 
ting, as  the  probable  consequence  of  their  act, 
an  object  forbidden  by  the  policy  of  the  law,  can* 
not,  because  the  one  has  conveyed  to  the  other 
in  furtherance  of  this  design,  sell  to  a  fair  cre- 
ditor, or  for  the  benefit  of  a  fair  credits,  not 
participating  in  their  views,  or  cognizant  thereof, 
is  more  than  this  Court  is  prepared  to  say. 
Hiidreih  v.     The  couusel  for  the  plaintiff  suppose,  that  this 
johnt.     cL  proposition  is  sustained  by  the  opinion  of  Chan*' 
viewed,    a'nd  collor  Kcut,  lu  HUdretk  y.  Sands  and  Others, 
ci1ed*'with''^he  (2  Johns.  Ch.  Rep  35.)    Any  opinion  expressed 
present  case,   y^^  ^^^  Judgc  IS,  Undoubtedly,  entitled  to  great 

attention^  and  will  be  highly  respected  by  this 
Court.  In  that  case,  the  Chancellor  said,  ^'  If 
the  deed  is  admitted  to  be  fraudulent  pn  the  part 
of  Comfort  Bands,  the  grantor,  there  would  be 
difficulty  in  allowing  the  deed  to  stand,  even  if 
the  grantee  was,  as  he  alleges,  innocent  of  the 
fraud." 

This  expression  of  Chancellor  Kent  must, 
undoubtedly,  be  understood  in  reference  to  the 
case  in  which  it  was  used.  He  has  not  said,  nor 
could  he  mean  to  say,  that  in  every  possible  case, 
a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the  grantor 
would  avoid  a  deed  to  a  bonajide  purchaser  for  a 
full  and  valuable  consideration,  having  no  know- 
ledge of  the  fraud.     He  has  only  said,  that  if  the 
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particular  deed  in  that  case  be  admitted  to  be  1 836. 
fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  there  ^^J^^JI^ 
would  be  difficulty  in  allowing  it  to  stand/even  ▼. 
if  the  grantee  was  ignorant  of  the  fraud.  •  An 
opinion  in  a  particular  case,  founded  on  its  spe- 
cial circumstances,  is  not  applicable  to  cases 
under  circumstances  essentially  different.  In  the 
case  in  2  Johns.  Ch.  a  deed  from  Comfort  Sands^ 
to  his  brother  Robert,  was  declared  to  be  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  because,  1.  The  consideration  was 
inadequate.  2.  There  was  no  proof  that  the 
consideration  was  paid  or  secured.  3.  The 
grantor  continued  in  possession,  exercising  acts 
of  ownership.  4.  That  there  were  many  cir- 
oamstances  attending  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
showing  that  it  was  not  a  b(ma  fide  sale.  The 
bill  had  been  taken  for  confessed  against  the 
grantor,  but  the  grantee  had  denied  fraud.  In 
thifl  case,  the  Chancellor  said,  that  if  this  deed  is 
admitted  to  be  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the 
grantor,  there  would  be  difficulty  in  allowing  it 
to  fitand,  even  if  the  grantee  was  innocent.  But, 
in  this  case,  the  grantor  and  grantee  were  the 
sole  parties.  The  vice  of  the  deed  was  in  its 
consideration,  in  its  not  being  intended  or  used 
as  a  h&na  fidt  transfer  of  other  property,  and  in 
other  circumstances,  in  all  which  the  grantee  ne- 
cessarily participated.  The  Chancellor  did  not 
decree,  nor  did  he  think  himself  justifiable  in  de- 
creeing, against  the  grantee,  on  a  bill  taken  for 
confessed  against  the  grantor.  Yet,  this  circum- 
stance established  the  fraud  of  the  grantor  as 
completely  as  it  could  be  established  by  testimo- 
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1826.     ny.     Why  did  he  not  proceed  upon  this  fact-? 


Brooks 


The  reason  is,  that  it  would  not  sustain  a  decree 
V.  against  the  grantee.  We  think  that  this  declara- 
*'  "'^'  tion  has  been  pressed  much  farther  in  argument 
than  the  eminent  Judge  who  made  it  would  be 
willing  to  carry  it. 
B^^^u  '^^^  opinion,  that  Chancellor  Kent  intended 
VtMy't  /^e;'- to. confine  this  observation  to  the  particular  case, 
is  strengthened  by  a  reference  to  the  authority  on 
which  he  relies.  He  cites  Huguenin  y.  Bast' 
ley  J  (14  Vtsejfs  Rep.  273.)  in  which  case  the  Lord 
Chancellor  said,  ^^  With  regard  to  the  interests 
of  the  wife  and  children  of  the  defendant,  there 
was  no  personal  interference  on  their  part  in  the 
transactions  that  have  produced  this  suit.  If, 
therefore,  their  estates  are  to  be  taken  from  them, 
that  relief  must  be  given  with  reference  to  the 
conduct  of  other  persons ;  and  I  should  regret 
that  any  doubt  could  be  entertained  whether  it 
is  not  competent  to  a  Court  of  equity  to  take 
away  from  third  persons  the  benefit  which  they 
have  derived  from  the  fraud,  imposition,  or  undue 
influence  of  others." 

These  expressions  were  used  in  a  case  in 
which  Baseley  had  obtained  from  Mrs.  Huguenin, 
by  means  which  the  Court  pronounced  fraudu- 
lent, a  settlement  of  her  estate,  after  her  death, 
upon  himself,  his  wife,  and  children.  No  consi- 
deration moved  from  the  wife  and  children.  They 
were  volunteers  claiming  under  a  fraudulent 
deed,  obtained  by  a  husband,  and  a  father,  acting 
for  their  interests  as  well  as  his  own.  in  this 
case,  the  Chancellor  said,  "  He  should  regret 
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that  any  doubt  should  be  entertained  whether  it  1836. 
is  not  competent*  to  a  Court  of  equity  to  take 
away  from  third  persons  the  benefit  which  they 
have  derived  from  the  fraud,  imposition,  or  undue 
influence  of  others.''  We  should  join  in  that  re- 
gret. But,  the  distinction  between  a  declaration 
that  a  third  person,  a  mere  volunteer,  claiming 
under  a  deed  fraudulently  obtained  by  a  person 
acting  for  his  interests,  can  be  reached  by  a 
Court  of  equity,  though  such  volunteer  had  **  no 
personal  interference  in  the  transaction,'*  aiid  a 
declaration  that  every  person  claiming  under 
such  a  deed  for  a  valuable  consideration,  though 
entirely  untainted  by  the  fraud,  and  unconnected 
with  those  concerned  in  it,  must,  necessarily,  lose 
his  property,  is  too  obvious  not  to  be  perceived. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  sup- 
port of  his  opinion,  which  are  also  referred  to  in 
Hildreth  v.  Sands,  are  all  cases  in  which  the 
third  person  affected  by  the  fraud  claimed  as  a 
volunteer,  and  was,  in  some  measure,  connected 
with  the  party  practising  the  imposition.  The 
mischief  which  these  decisions  were  intended  to 
reach,  was  the  attempt  (to  use  the  language 
of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot)  "  to  purify  the 
gift,  by  partitioning  and  cantoning  it  out  amongst 
his  relations  and  friends."  That  a  question  could 
exist  in  such  a  case,  furnishes  a  very  strong  argu- 
ment in  favour  of  the  parties  claiming  under  this 
deed. 

The  very  respectable  opinion,  then,  of  ^Chan* 
cellor  Kent,  does  not  bear  upon  this  case,  nor 
have  we  found  in  the  books  any  decision  which 
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lid^.     does  bear  upon  it,  so  as  to  affect  the  creditors 

^•^^^^^  who  claim  under  the  deed  of  the  31«t  of  Decern^ 

▼.        ber,  1819.     We  think,  then,  there  is  no  error  in 

^'   this  first  instruction  given  by  the  Court  to  the 

jury. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  moved  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  *<  that  if  they  should  be  of 
opinion,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  deed  was  de- 
vised and  executed  by  Fitzhugh,  and  procured 
and  accepted  by  Marbury,  with  the  motive  and 
inteiit,  and  for  the  purpose  and  object,  of  sup* 
pressing,  a  prosecution  against  said  Fitzhu^,  by 
prevailing  with  the  holders  of  the  said  forged 
notes  to  forbear  and  foregb  a  prosecution  for  the 
said  forgeries ;  that  then  the  said  deed  is  iVaudu- 
lent,  and  void  in  law,  as  against  the  plaintiff '' 

in  discussing  the  propriety  of  refusing  to  give 
this  instruction,  it  may  be  proper  to  observe,  that 
there  is  no  error  in  rejecting  a  motion  of  this 
description^  unless  it  ought  to  have  prevailed  in 
the  very  terms  in  which  it  was  made.  Nor  is  a 
Court  to  be  required  to  give  opinions  on  abstract 
propositions  not  supported  by  any  evidence  in  the 
cause.  The  language  in  which  counsel  address- 
ed this  application  to  the  Court,  presents  difib* 
rent  ideas  to  the  mind,  and  is  susceptible  of  dif*- 
ferent  constructions.  The  Court  is  required  to 
say,  that  the  deed  is  void  if  executed  by  Fitz- 
hugh,  and  procured  and  accepted  by  Marbury, 
with  the  intent  of  suppressing  the  prosecution, 
by  prevailing  with  the  holders  of  the  said  forged 
notes  to  forbear  and  forego  a  prosecution  for  the 
said  forgeries.    If  this  was  to  be  the  effect  of 
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the  deed  itoelf,  unaccompanied  by  any  atipula-  1Q29* 
tions  which  were  to  be  the  condition  of  it*  ap-  ^'^T^^^*' 
plication  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  professes  to  ^  ^. 
be  made,  then  the  instruction  would  have  coB- 
tradicted  that  previously  given,  and  was  properly 
withheld.  But,  if  the  counsel  is  to  be  understood 
as  praying  the  Court  to  say,  that  if  the  deed  was 
to  be  used  by  Marbury,  as  aa  instrument  by 
which  to  procure^  the  suppression  of  the  prosecu-* 
tion,  that  being  the  condition  on  which  the  hold- 
ers of  the  forged  notes  were  to  entitle  them^ 
selves  to  its  advantages,  it  was  fraudulent  and 
void  as  to  the  plaintiff,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  instruction  ought  to  have  been  given,  ua- 
l9ss  tbe  Court  was  satisfied  that  there  was  no 
evidenoe  in  tbe  cause  to  which  it  could  apply. 

The  second  motion  is,  in  substance,  that  if  the 
jury  find,  from  the  whole  evidence,  that  the  deed 
was  eieouted  for  the  intent  and  purpose  afore- 
mentioned, and  that  the  preferred  creditors  ac- 
cepted the  agency  of  the  said  Marbury,  and 
adopted  bis  act  in  procuring  and  accepting  said 
deed,  it  is  competent  to  the  jury  to  infer  a  notice, 
either  actual  or  constructive,  to  the  said  preferred 
creditors,  through  their  said  agent,  of  the  illegal 
consideration,  intent,  and.  object,  of  the  said 
deed. 

This  instruction  was  refused,  because  there 
was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  no  evidence  te 
authorize  tbe  conclusions  of  fact,  in  the  making 
of  which  the  law  was  to  arise.  There  was  no 
error  in  refusing  it  on  this  ground.  There 
would  have  been  error  had  there  been  testimony 
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1826.  in  the  cause  to  authorize  the  conclusions  of  fact 
assumed.  The  counsel  also  moved  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  the  preferred  creditors 
named  in  the  said  deed,  or  any  other  creditors  of 
the  said  Fitzhugh,  have  not  accepted  or  claimed 
any  benefit  under  it,  and  that  the  same  remains 
the  mere  act  of  Marbury  and  Fitzhugh,  without 
any  participation  before  or  afler,  on  the  part  of 
the  preferred,  or  other  creditors  of  the  said 
Fitzhugh,  then  the  said  deed  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  plaintiff. 

How  far  the     ^he  Court  rcfusod  to  give  this  instruction.    In 

utent  of  the     ^  ..... 

creditors  pre- discussiug  tlic  propriety  of  this  opinion,  it  be- 
deed,  was  ne-  comcs  uccessary  to  inquire  whether  the  deed  re- 
validity,  mained  imperfect,  passing  nothing  in  law  to 
Marbury,  until  it  received  the  assent  of  the  cre- 
ditor's. Upon  its  face  it  purports  to  transfer  the 
property  immediately,  without  any  act  on  the 
part  of  the  creditors  or  others.  It  is  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  this  is  not  its  legal 
operation. 

It  will  be  very  readily  conceded,  that,  had  the 
creditors  disclaimed  the  advantages  proffered  to 
them  in  this  deed,  or  looked  on  as  unconcerned 
spectators  while  the  property  was  applied  by 
Marbury  to  the  use  of  Fitzhugh,  these,  or  other 
circumstances  tending  to  show  that  the  deed 
was  not  made  in  good  faith  for  the  purposes  ex- 
pressed in  it,  would  have  induced  a  Court  of 
Chancery  to  set  it  aside,  or  have  justified  a  Court 
of  law  in  instructing  a  jury  to  consider  it  as 
fraudulent.  But  nothing  of  this  sort  is  alleged. 
The  single  inquiry  is,  whether  the  assent  of  the 
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creditors  be  necessary  to  the  completion  of  the  1826. 
deed.  If  it  be,  then  the  title  to  the  property  it 
purported  to  convey  remained  in  Fitzhngh  until 
such  a68ent  should  be  given,  and  might  be  sub- 
jected to  this  attachment.  If  the  instrument 
was  complete  without  such  assent,  then  the  pro- 
perty passed  immediately  to  Marbury  for  the 
purposes  of  the  deed,  and  did  0ot  reinain  liable 
to  attachment. 

Deeds  of  trust  are  often  made  fof  the  benefit 
of  persons  who  are  absent,  and  eVen  for  persons 
who  are  not  in  being.  Whether  they  are  for  the 
payment  of  money,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  no  j 

expression  of  the  assent  of  the  persons  for  whose  I 

benefit  they  are  made,  has  ever  been  required  as  I 

preliminary  to  the  vesting  of  the  fegal  estate  in 
the  trustee.  ^  8uch  trusts  hnve  always  been  exe- 
cuted on  the  idea  that  the  deed  was  complete 
when  executed  by  the  parties  to  it.  The  counsel 
for  the  plainiifi*  could  mean  no  more  than  to  in- 
sist, that  the  omission  of  the  creditors  to  assent 
to  the  deed,  or  claim  under  it,  was  such  evidence 
of  fraud,  that  the  jury  ought  to  find  it  fraudulent. 
Let  this  circumstance  be  examined. 

Real  creditors  are  rarely  unwilling  to  receive 
their  debts  from  any  hand  which  will  pay  them. 
No  such  unwillingness  can  be  gratuitously  as- 
cribed to  the  holders  of  forged  notes.  Unless 
there  be  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  banks  must 
be  considered  as  willing  to  receive  pajrment  from 
Mr.  Marbury,  or  any  other  person,  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sales  of  this  property,  or  from  any 

Vol.  XI.  IS 
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1826.  Other  fund.  This  deed  was  executed  on  the 
31st  day  of  January,  1819,  and  the  attachment 
was  sued  out  on  the  10th  of  February,  1820. 
Time  was  required  to  sell  the  property,  and  to 
collect  the  proceeds  of  the  salei^.  It  is  not  al- 
leged, in  the  statement,  on  which  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  was  prayed,  that  any  notes  fell  due  be- 
fore the  attachments  were  issued,  and  remained 
unpaid.  These  circumstances  do  not,  we  thinks 
afford  any  ground  for  the  presumption  that  the 
deed  was  fraudulent,  so  that  the  property  it  pur- 
ported to  convey  was,  on  the  10th  of  February, 
the  property  of  Fitzhugh,  and,  consequently,  lia- 
ble to  betaken  by  this  attachment. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  then  moved  the 
Court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  if  the  great  ma- 
jority in  number  and  value,  of  the  creditors  of 
the  said  Fitzhugh,  were,  by  means  of  said  deed, 
unjustly  and  purposely  hindered,  delayed,  and 
defeated,  in  their  proper  suits  and  remedies,  for 
the  recovery  of  their  said  debts,  on  the  absc<md- 
ing  of  Fitzhugh,  and  that  the  deed  was  executed 
with  the  purpose  of  defeating  all  legal  recourse 
in  behalf  of  such  majority  of  creditors  against 
the  property  and  effects  which  said  Fitzhugh  in- 
tended to  leave  behind,  and  did  leave  behind 
him,  then  the  said  deed  is  fraudulent  and  void* 
This  instruction  also  was  refused. 

The  right  of  a  debtor  to  prefer  particular  cre- 
the i'egii'rremel  ditors,  whcrc  uo  bankrupt  or  other  law  prohibit- 

diei   of  other .  t  /•  •  •  ^  •  v 

creditors.  lug  such  preference  exists,  is  not  questioned. 
Yet,  such  preference  defeats  all  other  creditors, 
whether  they  amount  to  a  majority  in  number 
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and  value  or  not.     The  Court  ought  not  to  have     1826. 
left  it  to  the  jury  to  defeat  this  right,  because  they  ^^^^^^ 
might  think  it  unjust.     The  instruction  prayed  by        ▼• 
the  counsel,  if  given,  would  have  defeated  it. 

The  last  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  supposes,  that 
the  deed  was  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used  as  the  means  of  suppressing  the  prosecu- 
tion; and,  farther,  that  Mar  bury  acted  as  the 
agent  of  the  preferred  creditors.  The  refusal 
of  the  Court  to  give  this  instruction,  must  have 
been  founded  on  the  opinion,  that  the  question 
was  entirely  abstract  in  its  nature.  If  there  was 
any  evidence  tending  to  this  conclusion,  which 
ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  the  in- 
struction ought  to  have  been  given.  But  if 
there  was  no  such  evidence,  the  Court  could  not 
be  required  to  say,  hypothetically,  what  would  be 
the  law  had  the  evidence  existed. 

This  Court  is  of  opinion,  that  the  Circuit 
Court  erred,  in  admitting  the  record  of  the  deed 
offered  in  evidence,  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  with- 
out any  evidence  .that  the  original  was  not  in  the 
power  of  the  party  offering  the  copy.  The 
judgment,  therefore,  is  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  said  Court,  with  direc- 
tions that  the  verdict  be  set  aside,  and  a  venire 
fwAoA  de  novo  be  awarded."* 

a  The  general  principle  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  express 
provisions  of  a  bankrupt  law  applicable  to  the  case,  a  debtor  has 
aright  to  prefer  one  creditor  to  another,  by  actual  payment,  or  a 
transfer  to  the  creditor  himself,  or  by  an  assignment  in  trust,  if  the 
creditor  be  a  party  to  the  assignment,  or  subsequently  assents 
thereto,  has  been  settled  in  a  variety  of  cases  in  the  different 
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1826.      Courts  of  this  country^  both  Stite  and  of  the  Union.    (Hatch  v. 
V.^'^^^^^  Smith,  5  Mats.  Rep.  42.     Putnam  v.  Dutch,  8  Afcctt.  Rep.  287* 

Brooks  Widgery  v.  Haskell,  5  Mass.  Rep.  144.  Stevens  v.  Beli,  6  A.'cMf. 
Marbury.  -R^*  ^39.  Thomas  v.  Goodwin,  1 2  Momm  Rvp  140.  dishing 
V.  Gore,  15  Mau^  Rep,  74.  Meeker  v.  Wilson,  1  Gtdlit.  Rep* 
419*  Brown  v.  Minturn,  2  Gallw.  Rep.  5.^7*  M^Mtndmy  ▼. 
Ferrers,  3  Johne.  Rep,  72.  Wilkes  v.  Ferris,  5  John*.  Rep. 
335.  Phoenix  v.  Ingraham,  5  Johne,  Rep.  412.  Hendricks  ▼• 
Robiiisota,  2  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  283.  Murray  y.  Riggs,  15  Johne. 
Rep.  571*  Austin  ▼.  Bell,  20  Johne.  Rep.  442.  Wilt  v.  Frank- 
lin, 1  Btiifi.  Rep.  502.  514.  Bird  v.  Smith,  4  DalL  Rep.  85. 
in  note.  Lippincott  v.  Barker,  2  Binn.  Rep.  186.  Marbury  v. 
Brooks,  7   JFheai.  Rep.  556.) 

The  resulting  trust,  or  residuary  interest,  remaining  to  the  as- 
ngnor,  after  the  purposes  of  an  assignment  for  the  payment  of 
debts  are  ^tisfied,  does  not  avoid  the. deed,  unless  it  be  mademalB 
JUky  and  for  the  sake  of  the  resulting  trust }  nor  is  such  interest 
liable  to  execution  against  the  grantor's  property.  (Wilkes  v. 
Ferris,  5  Johne.  Rep.  836.)  But,  where  an  assignment  was  made 
intrust,  (1.)  To  pay  certain  preferred  creditors  j  (2.)  To  pay 
the  other  creditors  of  the  assignor  on  condition  of  their  releasing 
their  demands ;  (3.)  In  case  any  of  them  should  rehise  to  re^ 
lease,  then  in  further  trust  to  pay  such  of  the  creditors  of  tife  as- 
signor  as  he  ^/wM  appoint.  Certain  of  these  creditors  refused^ 
obtained  judgment,  and  levied  oil  the  property  in  the  hands  uf  the 
trustees :  It  was  held,  that  the  trust  failing  as  to  them,  resulted  for 
the  benefit  of  the  assignor,  and  the  deed  was,  therefore,  void,  by 
the  statute  of  frauds,  as  to  the  other  creditors ;  and  being  void  sii 
party  was  void  tn  the  whole.  (Hyslop  v.  Clark,  14  Johns  Rep, 
458.)  But  an  assignment  by  a  debtor,  in  trust,  with  a  power  of 
revocation,  is  fraudulent  only  as  regards  judgment  creditors,  or 
such  as  are  taking  measures  to  recover  their  debts  by  suit.  (Mur- 
ray v.  Riggs,  15  Johns.  Rep.  571.  588.)  It  would,  therefore, seem, 
that  an  assignment  like  that  in  Hyshp  v.  Clark  would  be  good, 
if  the  new  appointment  were  made  before  any  creditor  refusing  to 
discharge  had  obtained  a  judgment,  or  brought  a  suit.  It  coul4 
not,  then,  be  said  to  be  made  to  ^  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  cre- 
ditors,'' according  to  the  language  of  the  statute  of  frauds  of  Eli- 
zabeth. Thus,  where  A.,  on  the  2Sd  of  March,  1798,  assigned 
property  to  B.,  in  trust,  to  pay  him,  and  certain  other  creditors^ 
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with  a  power  of  revocatioiii  and  to  appoint  new  trusts,  and,  on  thf      1 826. 
31st  of  May,  1 800,  fxeculed  ao  irrevocable  deed  to  15.,  in  trust,   ^^v"^^ 
baviu^'  bt't'orr  made  several  intermediate  Ht  eds,  all  in  r*  laiiou  to      Brooks  r 

tbt:  saitu  sNtjjpci,  an»i  re>er>iiig  tht-  same  pow.er  oi  reviKuliou;  it  Msuharj, 
was  dfterni  ncd,  that  the  bst  deed  was  valid,  and  might  be  taken 
10  coiinexiuii  with  the  first,  and  no  rights  of  creditors  hnviug  inter* 
veiled,  the  first  dt^ed  was  Ci>nGrinecl  by  the  lust.  (^Muir«i>  v.  Kiggs, 
1^  jQkns.  iitj>'  571-  dS8.)  And  it  has  been  hWJ  in  the  State  of 
]>iew-York,  that  the  deed  of  assigninent  nia>  exclude  fioni  its  be* 
nefits  such  ci  e.iiior.>  as  neglect  or  refuse  to  assent  to  the  assign^ 
ipent  within  a  limited  time,  throwing  the  distributive  shares,  to 
which  ihey  w>.iuid  have  been  entitled,  into  the  general  mass,  tor 
tbe  benefit  of  the  other  creditors  provided  for  by  the  <ieed  (S, 
C.  ib,)  but,  if  the  deed,  instead  of  uieivly  excluding  the  dissent- 
ing creditors,  and  throwing  their  hhares  int<»  the  general  niass,  re* 
serves  the  shares  of  the  disae nting  credittirs,  and  directs  them  to 
be  paid  to  the  grantor  himself,  the  deed  of  assignment  is  frauda* 
lent  and  void.  (Austin  v.  Bell,  20  Jo^ins.  Rep.  442.)  In  Mas* 
sachusetts,  it  seems,  that  an  assignment  in  trust  for  such  civditon 
9^  shuiiM,  within  a  certain  time,  become  parties  to  the  deed,  and 
release  their  di'mnnds,  is  void  as  against  the  dissenting  creditortii 
(Ingraham  v.  Qeyer,  13  Maat.  Rtp.  146.  But  see  Hastings  ▼• 
Baidwin,  17  M<us« /^  552.;  In  Peiiusylvania^the  rule  tobeex* 
tracHnJ  from  tha  d«risiuns  seems  to  In ,  thai  where  no  definite  time  it 
Itmiied,  or  a  peiiod  very  remote,  within  which  the  assent  of  cre- 
ditors is  to  he  given,  the  assignment  is  considered  as  fraudulent. 
But,  where  a  reasonable  time  is 'limited,  within  which  the  trust 
property  is  to  vest  in  those  for  whom  the  beneficial  interest  wae 
intended,  It  is  valid.     ( IVhart.  Dig.  tit.  Deed,  I.  pi.  70. 76.) 

In  the  case  of  Murray  v.  Riggs,(l6  Johne.  Rep.  57 i*  589.)  H 
was  held  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  Court  of  Errors  of 
New-York,  that  a  reservation,  in  the  assignment,  of  a  sum  sufficient 
lor  the  maintenance  of  the  assignor  until  discharged  from  his 
debts,.does  mit  invalidate  the  assignment ;  though,  in  case  of  a 
deficiency,  the  creditors  are  entitled  to  have  the  part  reserved  ap- 
plied in  satisfaction  of  their  debts.  But,  in  the  recent  case  of 
Mackie  ▼.  Cotms,  which  has  not  yet  been  reported,  it  was  determin- 
ed, that  such  a  reservation  rendered  the  conveyance  totally  void. 

As  to  the  question  how  far  the  fact  of  the  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty assigned,  still  continuing  in  the  grantor,  would  affect  the  va- 
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1826*      li<i>ty  of  the  deed,  it  seems  to  be  generally  considered,  that  if  the 

i_^-  -^_-  possession  of  the  grantor  be  consistent  with  the  deed,  as  when  the 

Brooks      possession  is  continued  at  the  request,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 

mm 

Marburr  awignees,  for  their  convenifnce  in  mal^inj;  thp  sale,  or  where  the 
property  is  at  sea,  or  out  of  the  country,  it  poss«*ssion  is  taken  by 
the  trustees  witliin  a  convenit^ni  and  reasonable*  time,  the  convey* 
ance  will  be  valid.  (Vredentierg  v.  White,  1  Jokm.  Caa^ 
156.  Meeker  v.  Wilson,  I  Gallis.  Rtp,  419.  Dawes  v.  Cope, 
4  Btnit.  Rep,  258.  Wilt  v.  Franklin,  I  Binn.  Rep,  517*  Putnam 
V.  Dutch,  8  Ma$9,  Rep.  287-  Lippincott  v.  Barker,  2  Binn,  Rep. 
174.)  So,  a  delivery  of  the  key  of  the  warehouse  in  which  the 
goods  are  stored,  is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  transfer  the  property. 
(Wilkes  V.  Ferris,  5  Johns,  Rep.  335.)  So  is  a  delivery  of  the 
receipt  of  the  storekeeper  for  the  goods,  it  being  the  regular  doco* 
nentary  evidence  of  the  title.    {lb.) 

As  to  the  effect  of  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  crediton, 
(whether  under  a  bankrupt  law,  or  a  voluntary  private  assign- 
ment,  valid  by  the  lex  locij)  on  property,  or  the  rights  of  creditors, 
ID  another  state  or  country  than  that  where  the  assignment  is 
madey  see  Hatch  v.  Smith,  5  Man,  Rep.  42.  Widgery  v.  Has- 
kell, 5  Mati,  Rep.  144.  Harrison  v.  Sterry,  5  Cranck^e  Rep. 
289-  Ingraham  v.  Geyer,  13  Maee.  Rep.  146.  Le  Chevalier  v. 
Lynch,  Dougl  Rep.  170.  Hunter  v.  Potu,  4  Term  Rep.  182. 
Milne  v.  Morton,  6  Bmn.  Rep,  353.  Burke  v.  M^CIain,  1  Harr, 
^  M'Henry^M  Rep.  236.  Taylor  v.  Geary,  Kirby^e  Rep.  318. 
Wallace  v.  Patterson,  2  Harr.  ^  M'Henry^s  Rep,  463.  Ward  v. 
Morris,  4  Harr.  Sf  M^HenryU  Rep.  330.  This  point  was  much 
dbcussed  in  the  case  of  Holmes,  v.  Remsen,  4  Jokne.  Ck.  Rep, 
460.  S.  C.  20  Johne.  Rep.  229.  where  all  the  authorities  on  the 
aobject  will  be  found  collected.  .  Even  after  these  very  learned  and 
able  discussions,  it  must  still  be  considered  as  an  unsettled  ques- 
tion of  international  law. 
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Uaidiiig 

V. 

[Cbarckbt.    FKArDrLaiiT  Dikd.] 

Band/ 
Stephen  Harding  and  Others,  Appellanttf        Harting. 

V. 

Asa  Handy  and  Caleb  Wheaton,  RespondenU. 
Asa  Handy  and  Calbb  Whbaton,  Appellants, 

V. 

Stephen  Harding  and  Others,  Re$pcmdenU. 

There  mail  be  tiidtcient  «quii/  apparent  on  the  face  of  ihe  bill  to 
werrant  Ibe  Coun  in  f  raiirinfi  rlie  relief  prajed  ;  and  ihe  material 
hcU  on  Kbich  the  plaintiff  leliei  muM  be  to  disiincti)'  allesed  as 

A  Court  of  aquii;  baa  jutiidiciioo  of  a  suit  brought  by  heln  at  law      ^yf  f       g78| 
to  Ml  aiida  a  conieyance  of  lands  obtained  from  their  anceitor  by 
undiie  influence,  he  being  to  infirm,  in  body  and  mind,  from  old 
age,  himI  other  ctrcnmitancea,  as  to  be  liable  to  imposition,  allhough 
bh  weakoew  does  not  amaunt  to  insanity. 

The  Mine  jurisdiction  may  beeaeTCi'iBd  where  one  of  the  heirs  at  law 
baa,  with  ihe  content  of  the  others,  tak^n  such  a  deed,  upon  an 
agreement  to  consider  it  as  a  trust  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
grantor,  and,  afler  his  death,  for  the  benefit  of  hi«  heirs,  and  the 
grantee  refuses  in  perform  tha  iriisl. 

Uitder  what  circumstances  such  a  conrpyance  may  be  allowed  to 
itand  ai  aecuritj  for  actual  advances  and  charges,  and  net  aside  for 
an  other  purposes. 

In  tuct.  a  case,  not  depending  on  the  afawlute  insanity  of  the  grantor  at 
the  time  of  execuline  the  coureyance,  (he  Court  may  determine 
the  question  of  capacity  without  directing  an  issue. 

^e  rerdici  of  a  jury  as  to  Ihe  laniiy  of  the  grantor  at  the  time  of 
eiacuting  nich  a  conveyance,  wouli*  not  be  conclusirr,  tlie  Court 
being  competent  t<.  determine  fni  itself  ihe  degree  of  wraknesf,ar 
of  impodtion,  which  will  induce  it  to  sel  aside  the  inatrament 

Exceptions  to  the  report  ofa  Master  air  to  be  regarded  b*  the  Court 
only  so  fiir  ai  the^  are  supported  by  the  special  itateinenis  of  the 
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Master,  or  by  a  distinct  reference  to  the  particular  portions  of  testi- 
mony oil  which  the  party  excepting  relies.  The  Court  due«  not 
investignie  the  iteni.sof  an  acv.  liiit,  nor  review  the  whole  mass  of 
testimony  taken  before  the  Master. 

Rules  of  practice  in  accounting  before  a  Master. 

In  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by  heirs  at  law  to  set  aside  a  conveyance 
obtained  from  their  ancestot  by  fraud  and  imposition,  a  final  decree 
for  the  sale  of  the  property  cannot  be  pronounced,  until  all  the  heirs 
are  brought  before  the  (*ourtas  parties,  if  they  are  within  the  juris- 
diction. 

If  all  the  heirs  cannot  be  brought  before  the  Court,  the  undivided  in- 
terest of  those  who  are  made  parties  may  be  sold. 

THESE  were  cross  appeals  from  the  decrees 
of  thn  Circuit  Court  of  Rhode  Island. 

The  bill  filed  in  the  Court  below  by  the  appel- 
lants, Harding,  and  Nancy  his  wife,  and  Sterling 
Wheaton,  alleged,  that  they,  with  four  others  not 
made  parties^  to  the  suit,  together  with  Caleb 
Wheaton,  one  of  the  defendants,  were  entitled, 
as  heirs  at  law  of  Comfort  Wheaton,  deceased, 
to  the  real  property  mentioni^d  in  the  bill,  and  situ- 
ate  in  the  State  of  Rhode  Island.  That  Comfort 
W.,  about  the  year  1802,  began  to  exhibit  symp- 
toms indicating  a  loss  of  intellect,  and  soon  be- 
came, froiti  various  causes  mentioned  in  the  bill, 
incompetent  to  the  manngement  of  his  estate, 
and  died  in  1810.  That,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  defendant,  Caleb  W.,  (bis  son,)  and 
who  acted  as  well  for  liimsdf,  as  in  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant  Handy,  (thc^  st^n-in- 
law  of  Comfort  W,,  entered  into  an  agreement 
to  endeavour  to  take  his  estate  out  of  his  hands, 
and  to  preserve  it  for  the  benefit  of  bis  heirs  at 
law.  That  it  was  agreed  that  Comfort  W.  should 
be  prevailed  on  to  convey  his  real  property  to 
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Handy,  for  a  nominal  consideration,  who  should  1826. 
forthwith  execute  an  instrument  of  writing,  de^ 
daring  that  be  took  and  held  the  same  in  trust ; 
first,  to  provide  for  the  decent  support  of  the 
grantor,  during  bis  life  ;  and,  after  a  full  remune-  Handy 
ration  for  his  expenses  and  trouble  in  that  re-  ^J^^ 
spect,  to  hold  the  residue  of  the  estate  for  the 
benefit  of  the  heirs  at  law.  That,  on  the  9th  of 
May,  1805,  Handy  did  procure  such  conveyance, 
for  the  nominal  consideration  of  2,178  dollars, 
from  Comfort  W.,  and  entered  upon,  possessed, 
and  enjoyetl,  the  property  in  question  ;  but  that 
he  refused  to  execute  any  declaration  of  trust  as 
he  had  agreed,  but  held  the  property,  claiming  it 
as  his  own.  The  bill  then  alleged,  that  the  de-^ 
fendant,  Caleb  W.,  after  the  death  of  his  father, 
Comfort  W.,  acting  on  behalf,  and  for  the  benefit 
of,  the  heirs,  procured  letters  of  administration 
of  the  personal '  estate  of  Comfort  W.  to  be  is- 
saed  by  the  proper  Court,  and  caused  such  fur-* 
ther  proceedings  to  be  had,  as'  that  the  adminis^ 
trator  exposed  to  sale  the  real  property  before 
mentioned,  which  liad  been  conveyed  to  Handy, 
and  that  Caleb  W.  became  the  purchaser  thereof, 
for  the  general  benefit  of  the  heirs.  That  vari- 
OQs  suits  at  law  had  renulted  from  these  transac- 
tions, (and,  among  others,  an  ejectment  brought 
by  tbe  defendant,  Handy,  against  the  defendant, 
Caleb  W.,)  by  which  the  value  of  the  property 
had  been  much  deteriorated.  The  bill  then 
prayed  for  an  account  respecting  tbe  property ; 
that  a  decree  might  be  rendered,  exonerating  ic 
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1826.  from  the  deeds  to  the  defendant,  Handyi  after 
satisfying  his  just  claims,  and  ordering  one  fifth 
part  of  the  real  estate  to  be  set  off  to  the  plcdn- 
tiff,  Nancy  H.,  and  one  fifth  to  the  plaintiff,  Ster- 
ling W. ;  and  for  general  relief. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant.  Handy,  denied 
that  Comfort  W.  was  incapable  of  conveying  his 
property  when  the  deeds  of  the  9th  of  May^ 
1805,  were  executed  ;  and  insisted  that  his  intel- 
lect was  perfectly  sound  at  that  time.  It  also 
denied,  that  he,  the  defendant,  purchased  as  a 
trustee,  and  averred,  that  he  was  a  purchaser  for 
a  valuable  and  full  consideration.  The  answer 
of  the  other  defendant,  Caleb  W.,  admitted  the  al- 
legations of  the  bill,  and  submitted  to  any  de- 
cree the  Court  might  think  equitable. 

A  great  mass  of  testimony  taken  in  the 
Court  below,  appeared  in  the  record,  which 
was  very  contradictory,  as  to  the  capacity  of 
Comfort  W.  to  make  the  conveyance  in  ques- 
tion. 

The  Circuit  Court,  by  its  interlocutory  decree, 
directed  that  the  deeds  of  the  9th  of  May,  1805, 
should  be  set  aside,  as  having  been  obtained  by 
false  impressions  made  on  a  mind  enfeeMed  by 
old  age,  and  various  other  causes ;  and  that  an 
account  of  the  receipts  and  disbursements  of 
the  defendant.  Handy,  should  be  taken,  and  that 
he  should  be  credited  for  all  advances  made,  and 
charges  incurred,  for  the  maintenance  of  Com- 
fort W.  during  his  lifetime,  and  for  repairs  and 
improvements  made  on  the  real  estate.  Excep- 
tions were  filed  by  both  parties  to  the  report. 
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which  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  below.    The    1826. 
final  decree  declared,  that  the  real  estates  con- 
veyed to  the  defendant,  Handy,   should   stand 
charged  with  the  amount  of  the  balance  of  the 
account  due  to  him ;  that  the  same  should  be     Handy 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  brought  into  Court ;  that   Hardins. 
the  said  balance  should  be  paid  to  him,  deducting 
his  proportion  of  the  charges,  &c.  and  the  resi- 
due, deducting  their  proportions,  &c.  should  be 
paid  over,  and  distributed  among  the  heirs  at 
law  of  Comfort  W.    If  there  be  any  such  heirs, 
not  made  parties,  they  to  be  at  liberty  to  come 
in  under  the  decree,  and  receive  their  shares,  pay- 
ing their  proportions    of  costs   and  expenses, 
otherwise  to  be  excluded.     That  each  pbrty  be* 
fore  the  Court  should  pay  his  own  costs,  except- 
ing the  fees  of  the  oflicers  of  the  Court,  which 
should  be  a  charge  on  the  property,  and  borne 
by  the  parties  according  to  their  respective  pro- 
portions of  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
From  this  decree  both  parties  appealed. 

Mr.  WheatofiyfoT  the  original  plaintiffs,  made   Fth.z^. 
the  following  points : 

1.  That  the  decree  ought  to  be  reversed,  so 
far  as  it  declared,  that  the  real  property  should 
stand  charged  with  the  advances  made  by  the  de- 
fendant. Handy. 

2.  That  it  ought,  in  all  other  respects',  to  be 
affirmed. 

On  the  first  point,  he  contended,  that  the  deeds 
having  been  obtained  by  the  imposition  of  the 
grantee  on  the  grantor,  the  property  ought  not 


T. 


108  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.  to  Stand  charged  with  the  expenses  incurred  by 
the  former.  That,  even  supposing  him  to  have 
held  as  a  trustee  during  the  lifetime  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  ancestor ;  after  that  period  he  ceased  to  hold 

Handy  in  that  capacity » and  became  a  maltBfidei  posses* 
sor,  who  was  not  entitled  to  be  allowed  for  im- 
provements made  on  the  land.* 

On  the  second  point,  he  argued,  (1.)  as  to  the 
objection  made  in  the  Court  below,  of  the  defect 
of  jurisdiction  in  that  Court ;  that  the  words  of 
the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  c.  20.  s.  16.  providing 
that  suits  in  equity  should  not  be  sustained  in  the 
Courts  of  the  Union,  *'  in  any  case  where  plain, 
adequate,  and  complete  remedy,  can  be  had  at 
law,"  were  not  intended  to  abridge  the  equity  ju- 
risdiction of  those  Courts  ;  that  it  had  been  fre- 
quently determined,  that  the  proceedings  in  those 
Courts  were  to  be  according  to  the  English  sys- 
tem of  equity,  both  as  to  principles,  practice, 
and  jurisdiction  ;*  that  fraud  and  trust  were  fa- 
miliar subjects  of  cognizance  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery;  and  that  equity  often  interfered  to 
redress  fraud,  even  after  a  verdict  and  judgment 
at  law.'  That  this  was  not  a  case  analogous  to 
that  which  had  been  cited  in  the  proceedings 
below,  where  the  only  ground  of  equitable  inter- 
ference was  a  discovery  sought  to  establish  the 

a  GrMS  ▼.  Biddle,  8  Wheai.  Rep.  77—83.  2  Fe9.  ten.  Rap. 
9l6.  2  Fet.  Rep.  281.  fieVt  A^gpfoneitf,  345. 39&  1  Bro. 
Ck.  Rep.  420. 

h  Robinson  ▼•  CampbeU,  8  Wheat.  Rep.  221.  United  States 
V,  Howlaod,  4  Wkeat.  Rep.  i08. 

c  2  P.  Wm$.  425.    2  Verm.  Rep.  146.    2  Fee.  $en.  Rep.  628. 
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tVaud»  and  the  plaintiff  having  failed  in  the  dia- 
eovery,  and  having  a  complete  remedy  at  law, 
should  not  be  allowed  to  proceed  in  equity/ 

2.  Another  objection  was,  that  this  was  an  at- 
tempt to  establish  a  trust  by  parol  evidence,  con* 
trary  to  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  Court  below 
did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  determine  this 
point,  because,  at  all  events,  there  was  a  result- 
ing trust  for  the  heirs,  (after  allowing  for  ad- 
vances, &c.)  which,  even  in  England,  might,  un- 
questionably, be  established  by  parol.  But  a 
comparison  of  the  English  statute  of  frauds, 
29  Charles  IL  c.  3*  with  the  provisions  of  the 
local  statute  of  Rhode  Island  on  the  same  sub- 
ject, would  show,  that  the  latter  did  not  extend 
to  trusts,  and,  therefcJre,  there  could  be  no  ques- 
tion of  the  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  in  this 
case. 

S.  It  was  a  case  of  imposition  practised  by  a 
«on-in-law  upon  his  father-in-law,  an  old  man, 
infirm  in  body  and  mind,  morally  and  physically 
incapable  of  managing  his  own  affairs,  and  of 
reaisting  the  influence  and  importunities  of  the 
#Cher  party,  standing  in  that  intimate  relation.  It 
waa  analogous  to  other  cases  of  fraudulent  and 
hard  bargains  made  with  expectant  heirs,  and 
otber  persons  standing  in  peculiar  relations,  ren- 
dering them  liable  to  imposition.  The  great 
leading  case  on  the  general  analogy,  was  that 
of  CkaUrfiM  v.  Jansen^^  which  was  not  cited 
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as  a  direct  authority^  but  as  illustrating  the  ge- 
neral principle.  Lord  Hardwicke  there  lays 
down  the  rule  on  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
proceeds,  and  classifies  the  cases  in  which  it  will 
interfere.  These  are,  1.  Actual  fraud.  2.  Such 
as  is  apparent,  from  the  nature  of  the  bargainT 
itself,  as  being  fragrantly  unequal.  3.  A  kind 
of  fraud  which  may  be  presumed  from  the  cir- 
cumstances and  condition  of  the  parties  contract- 
ing. 4.  Which  may  be  inferred  from  the  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  transaction,  as  being 
an  imposition  and  deceit  on  other  persons  not 
parties  to  the  fraudulent  agreement.  5.  Fraud, 
infecting  catching  bargains  with  heirs,  rever- 
sioners, expectants,  &c.  There  are  to  be  found 
in  the  books  a  great  variety  of  applications  of 
these  principles.  Thus,  in  Clarksan  v.  Hem- 
way*  the  suit  was  brought  by  an  heir  at  law  to 
set  aside  a  conveyance  by  his  ancestor,  who  is 
described  as  a  *^  weak  man,"  72  years  old,  who 
bad  conveyed  his  estate  for  a  small  annuity.  The 
conveyance  was  set  aside  on  those  circumstances 
alone,  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  decree 
confirmed,  on  appeal,  by  Lord  Macclesfield.  In 
Bates  V.  Gfravcs,^  the  bill  was  filed  by  a  son,  to 
set  aside  a  conveyance,  (which  was  confirmed  by  a 
will,)  by  his  father,  to  a  son-in-law,  under  circum- 
stances of  fraud,  and  undue  practices,  upon  the 
weakness  of  the  grantor.  Lord  Thurlow  and 
Lord  Rosslyn  concurred  in  holding  these  cir- 
<^umstances  to  be  sufficient  to  annul  the  convey- 
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h  2  Fes.  jr.  Rtp.  287- 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  Ill 

ance,  though  the  party,  was  Dot  a  lunatic.  In  a  1826* 
still  more  recent  case/  Lord  Eldon  relieved 
against  a  bargain  with  an  expectant  heir,  where 
there  was  no  fraud  or  imposition,  upon  the 
ground  of  inadequacy  of  consideration,  where  Handy 
there  was  an  inequality  of  condition  in  the  par-  Hardloci 
ties.  Mere  inadequacy  of  consideration '  was 
held  insufficient,  but,  coupled  with  the  other  cir- 
cumstsmce,  was  deemed  a  sufficient  ground  to 
annul  the  contract.  In  Huguenin  v.  Baseley,^  a 
settlement  by  a  widow,  upon  a  clergyman  and 
his  family,  was  set  aside,  as  having  been  obtain- 
ed by  undue  influence,  and  abused  confidence  in 
the  party,  as  the  agent  of  the  grantor's  afiairs, 
upon  the  principle  of  public  policy  and  utility, 
applicable  to  the  analogous  cases  of  guardian 
and  ward,  attorney  and  client,  &c.  It  was  there 
earnestly  contended,  that  the  law  of  England 
dioes  '^  not  prevent  a  prodigal  disposition  bff 
a  person  of  sound  mindJ^  But  the  argument 
was  overruled  by  Lord  Eldon ;  and  the  words  of 
Sir  S.  Romilly,  arguendo^  in  that  case,  are  re- 
markably pertinent  to  the  present :  ^*  Though 
no  direct  authority  is  produced,  your  lordship, 
dispensing  justice  by  the  same  rules  as  your  pre- 
decessors, upon  such  a  subject,  not  confined 
within  the  narrow  limits  of  precedent,  will,  as  a 
new  relation  appears,  look  into  the  principles 
that  govern  the  human  heart,  and  decide  accord- 

a  16  Vet,  Rep.  512.     See  also  Oliver  v.  Court,  8  Price^s  Ex- 
cheq.  Rep.  127* 
h  14  Fee.  Rep.  273.    Griffiths  v.  Robins,  S  Madd.  Rep.  191. 
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1826.  ingly."  The  same  principles  and  authorities  had 
been  applied,  by  a  Court  of  justice  of  our  own 
country,  to  a  case  almost  the  same  with  the  pre* 
sent  in  all  its  material  circumstances.*  They 
HtiHiy  are  applied  in  every  system  of  jurisprudence 
Harding,  l^^ving  a  due  regard  to  the  protection  of  the 
weak  from  the  artifices  of  those  who  have  the 
means  of  unduly  influencing  or  controlling  their 
conduct.  Thus,  in  the  countries  governed  by 
the  Roman  law,  the  provisions  of  positive  law 
prohibiting  donations  inter  wvos,  between  persons 
standing  in  certain  peculiar  relations  of  mutual 
confidence  and  dependence,  are  extended  by 
equity  to  other  relations  of  a  similar  character) 
and  falling  within  the  reason  of  the  prohibition.* 
The  Court  below  seems  to  have  considered,  that 
it  might  have  been  justified,  on  these  principles^ 
in  declaring  the  deeds  in  question  utterly  void^ 
though,  in  framing  its  decree,  it  thought  proper 
to  take  a  more  mitigated  view  of  the  defendant's 
conduct. 

Mr.  Coxcj  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Webgtert)  for 
the  defendant,  Handy,  argued,  (1.)  That  there 
was  a  defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  below, 
proceeding  as  a  Court  of  equity.  A  complete 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law  existed.  If  the 
deeds  were  invalid  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and 
imposition,  that  question  might  be  tried  in  an 

o  Whelan  ▼.  Whelan,  3  Cowev^M  Rep.  587- 
h  PUUer^  Traiti  de  Danatunu,  a.  1. 
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action  at  law.    It  had  been  so  tried  and  deter- 
mined.'' 

2.  It  appeared,  on  the  face  of  the  bill  itself, 
that  there  were  other  children  of  Comfort  W» 
who  are  his  heirs  at  law^  but  who  had  not  been 
joined  in  the  present  suit.  They  were  equally 
interested  with  the  other  plaintiffs,  and  should, 
therefore,  have  been  joined.  Their  interests  are 
also  affected  by  the  decree.  It  is  not  too  late  to 
take  advantage  of  this  objection.^ 

3.  The  bill  contained  multifarious  matters 
which  ought  not  to  be  joined.  Each  of  the  defend- 
ants claimed  to  have  the  legal  estate  in  him,  in 
opposition  to  each  other.  There  was  no  privity 
between  them  as  to  their  respective  interests ; 
and  before  the  plaintiffs  could  have  any  interest 
in  vacating  the  deeds  of  the  defendant.  Handy, 
the  deed  of  the  defendant,  Caleb  W.,  must  be 
removed.  The  establishment  of  their  right 
against  one  defendant  was  a  prerequisite  to  their 
calling  upon  the  other  to  answer. 

4.  The  main  object  of  the  bill,  and  that  attain- 
ed by  the  decree,  was  to  enforce  specifically  a 
parol  agreement,  alleged  to  have  been  made  be- 
tween the  two  defendants,  denied  by  the  defend- 
ant, Handy,  and  not  proved  by  any  competent 
testimony.  The  contract  proved  is  wholly  dif- 
ferent from  that  alleged.     Such  a  contract  as  is 
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alleged,  and  now  atterapted  to  be  enforced,  is 
deficient  in  mutuality/  It,  also,  virtually  admits 
the  sanity  and  competency  of  the  grantor,  Com- 
fort W.,  which  is  now  made  the  ground  for  set* 
ting  aside  the  deeds. 

5.  If,  however,  he  was  in  the  state  of  mind  in 
which  the  bill  represents  him,  the  plaintifis,  by 
their  agent,  participated  in  the  fraud,  and,  there* 
fore,  have  no  right  to  call  upon  a  Court  of  equity 
to  interfere,  to  relieve  them  from  the  web  in  which 
they  have  entangled  themselves/ 

6.  The  plaintiffs  are  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 

7.  The  decree  sanctions  an  attempt  to  esta- 
blish a  contract  concerning  lands,  and  a  trust  in 
real  estate,  by  parol  evidence.  The  proof  of  a 
trust  Ues  on  the  party  who  alleges  it/  In  this 
case,  tlie  conveyances  are  absolute  on  the  face 
of  them,  and  the  evidence  of  a  trust  is  wholly 
aliunde.  To  warrant  the  Court  in  decreeing 
the  execution  of  a  parol  declaration  of  trust,  the 
evidence  should  be  plain  and  unambiguous/  The 
taking  the  conveyance  was  not  in  part  perform- 
ance. The  act  of  part  performance  must  be 
such  as  the  parQr  would  not  have  done  with  any 
other  view  than  in  execution  of  the  alleged  agree- 
ment/ This  secret  trust,  and  the  allegation  of 
part  performance,  are  both  denied  by  the  an- 


a  NewL  Omir,  152. 
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•wer,  and  this  settles  the  qnestion/  .  The  secret 
trust  cannot  be  proved  by  parol  testimaiij,  espe* 
cially  where  it  is  made  with  a  stranger  to  the  es* 
tate  without  consideration/ 

8.  The  bill  does  not  distinctly  allege  the  in* 
competency  of  Comfort  W.,  and  the  imposition 
said  to  have  been  practised  on  him,  so  as  to  put 
these  facts  in  issue.  The  decree  must  conform 
to  the  allegata.  Some  substantial  ground  nnist 
be  stated.    Old  age  alone  is  not  snflkient/ 

9.  If  these  facts  had  been  ever  so  distinctly  put 
in  issue,  they  have  not  been  proved.  Where 
fraud  is  alleged,  it  must  be  fully  proved,  and  will 
not  be  presumed.'  The  presumption  of  law  is 
in  favour  of  a  party  executing  an  instrument.' 
The  question  is  confined  to  the  state  of  mind  at 
the  time  ef  executing  the  instrument.^  Two 
witnesses  deposing  sana  mentis  are  to  be  credit- 
ed before  a  hundred  proving  insanity/  The 
law  will  not  measure  a  man's  understanding,  and 
a  partial  diminution  of  intellect  is  not  sufficient 
to  invalidate  the  deeds ;  nor  is  there  baj  such 
thing  as  an  equitable  incapacity,  where  tliere  is  a 
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legal  capacity/  Fraud  of  this  deBcription  is 
equally  cognizable  at  law,  and  in  equity ;  and  the 
Court  of  Chancery  will  not  set  aside  a  will  of 
lands  on  that  ground,  without  directing  an  is* 


Handy      BUe. 

T. 
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10.  The  decree  is  inconsistent  both  with  the 
allegations  in  the  bill,  and  with  itself.  It  is  a 
bill  with  a  double  aspect.  It  charges  incompe- 
tency  in  the  grantor,  and  prays  that  the  estate 
may  be  exonerated ;  it  also  charges  a  trust,  and 
prays  an  account,  and  general  relief.  The  de- 
eree  declares  that  the  grantor  was  incompetent, 
and  his  conveyance  invalid,  and  yet  does  not  ex- 
onerate the  estate  from  them.  A  deed  cannot 
be  set  aside  partially  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  If 
set  aside  at  all,  it  must  be  in  toto/  The  decree 
proceeds  on  the  ground  of  imposition,  and  grants 
a  relief  which  could  only  apply  to  the  pretended 
trust,  which  necessarily  implies  capacity  in  the 
grantor.  It  does  not  pass  on  the  conveyance 
from  the  administrator  of  Comfort  W.,  to  the 
defendant,  Caleb  W.  So  long  as  the  legal  es- 
tate remains  in  him  under  that  deed,  the  right  of 
the  plaintiiTs  is  a  nonentity. 

11.  The  Master's  report  is  erroneous  on  seve- 
ral grounds,  and  ought  to  have  been  set  aside. 
(1.)  Because,  in  taking  the  account,  he  refused 
to  receive  the  testimony  of  the  defendant,  Handy, 
when  it  was  competent  and  credible.     (2.)  The 

m  1  Madd.  CA.  223,  224. 
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Master  required  evidence  of  the  consideration  of    1826. 
a  promissory  note,  when  the  signature  was  suffi- 
ciently proved.*    (3.)  He  held,  also,  that  where 
a  party  charges  himself  with  a  certain  sum,  and 
at  the  same  time  discharges  himself,  it  shall  be     Handy 
evidence  against  him,  but  not  for   him.*    The    HardiDg. 
other  exceptions  to  the  Master's  report  were  also 
minutely  discussed  ;  but  it  is  not  thought  neces- 
sary to  state  them,  as  they  are  enumerated,  and 
fully  examined,  in  the  judgment  of  this  Court. 

12.  The  final  decree  is  erroneous  in  several 
particulars.  (1.)  In  directing  a  sale  of  the  pro- 
perty under  the  circumstances.  (2.)  Because  it 
purports  to  bind,  and  does  affect  the  interest 
of  those  who  are  not  parties.  (3.)  Because  it 
wholly  omits  to  provide  for  the  defendant.  Handy, 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  (4.)  Because  it  does 
not,  unless  by  implication,  determine  all  the  mat- 
ters in  issue,  iand  which  ought  to  have  been  de- 
cided. 

Mr.  Wheatany  for  the  plaintiff  below,  in  reply, 
as  to  the  want  of  proper  parties,  argued,  that,  as 
by  the  local  law,  one  coparcener  could  maintain 
an  action  at  law  for  his  share  of  the  real  estate, 
the  same  rule  of  proceeding  would  be  adopted  in 
equity.  Under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
the  case,  the  Court  below  had  considered  the 
defendant,  Caleb  W.,  as  legal  owner  under  the 
administration  sale,  sufficiently  representing  all 

a  Mandeville  v.  Welch,  5  Wheat.  Rep.  282. 
h  AmbL  Rep.  589-    1  Fee.  Jr.  Rep.  546. 
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the  parties  who  could  claim  any  beneficial  inte- 
rest ;  and  he  (as  in  effect  a  plaintiff)  submitted 
to  any  decree  the  Court  could  make  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiffs.  Besides,  the  nature  of  the  juris^ 
diction  of  the  Courts  of  the  Union,  which  was 
derived  from  the  character  of  the  parties  as  citi* 
zens  of  ciifftTent  States,  would  prevent  their  in- 
sisting upon  parties  who  were  not  absolutely  ne- 
cessary to  the  determination  of  the  merits  of  the 
cause  as  between  the  partitas  before  the  Court.* 
But,  in  this  case,  the  Court  might  apply  the  ana- 
logous rule,  as  to  next  of  kin  suing  for  distriba- 
tive  shares  of  personal  property,  one  of  whom 
may  sue,  and  the  rest  may  come  in  under  the  de- 


cree/ 


Upon  the  merits,  he  insisted,  that  the  question 
as  to  the  capacity  of  the  grantor  was  not  a  ques- 
tion of  absolute  insanity.  All  the  cases  show, 
that  the  Court  will  interfere  wherever  a  peculiar 
relation  has  been  abused  to  influence  or  impose 
upon  a  person  of*  weak  mind.  A  commission  of 
lunacy  is  not,  by  the  modern  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  confined  to  cases  of  strict 
insanity,  but  is  applied  to  cases  of  imbecility  of 
mind,  to  the  extent  of  incapacity^  from  any  cause, 
as  disease,  age,  or  habitual  intoxication/  This 
principle  is  fully  developed  by  Lord  Erskine  in 
Ex  parte  Cranmer^    It  was  not,  therefore,  ne- 


a  Russell  v.  Clark,  T  Cranch^s  Rep,  98. 
b  Coop.  Eq.  39,  4  \ 
c  Ridgway  v.  Darwin,  8  Fes.  Rep.  65. 
d  12  Fes.  Rep.  445. 
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cesBary  to  show  that  the  grantor  was  absolutely     1826. 
non  compos  mentis  in  a  strict  legal  sense,  still  *^^^j]|^ 
lem  was  it  necessary  to  prove  that  he  was  inca-     ^^  ▼• 
pable  at  the  precise  moment  the  deeds  were  exe* 

CUled.  Handy 

As  to  the  defects  in  the  pleadings,  and  the  Harding, 
other  informalities  in  the  proceedings,  it  was 
•aid  that  the  Court  would  look  with  an  indulgent 
eye  upon  the  pleadings  and  practice  in  equity 
causes  in  those  States,  where,  no  (State  Court  of 
Chancery  existing,  the  forms  of  proceeding  were 
less  familiar  to  practitioners.  But,  it  was  in- 
gisled,  that  the  bill  contcaned  a  sufficient  allega- 
tion of  the  incapacity  of  Comfort  W.  to  execute 
the  deeds  in  question,  to  put  that  fact  distinctly 
in  issue,  and  it  had  been  met  responsively  by  the 
answer  of  the  defendant,  Handy,  explicitly  deny- 
ing it- 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered  the  March  m. 
opinion  of  the  Court,  and,  after  stating  the  case, 
proceeded  as  follows : 

The  counsel  for  Asa  Handy  contend,  that  the 
bill  seeks  to  set  up  a  parol  trust,  which  is  denied 
in  the  answer,  and  that  the  decree  is  founded  on 
a  supposed  incompetency  of  Comfort  Wheaton 
to  convey  his  property.  The  decree,  therefore, 
is  not  supported  by  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  Decree  ec- 
They,  also,  contend,  that  the  decree  is  not  sus-^Fa"!  ^  u 
tained  by  the  proofs  in  the  cause.  7a  vVJ^ 

That  the  bill  alleges  the  conveyances  of  the  o"  c3orr5. 
9th  of  May  to  have  been  received  for  the  benefit  ;^"*S7^*^^^^^ 
of  the  family,  is  unquestionable ;  but  this  is  not  f^'^1^^'^    '" 
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incompatible  with  the  incompetency  of  Comfort 
Wheaton  to  execute  them.     Deeds  may  be  ob-. 
tained  from  a  weak  man  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving his  estate  for  himself  and  family,  and  of 
protecting  him  from  the  impositions  to  which  he 
might  be  exposed ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  re- 
strain one  of  the  heirs,  who  may  think  himself 
aggrieved,  from  bringing  the  whole  case  before  a 
Court  of  equity.     If,  indeed,  it  were  true  in  fact, 
that  the  bill  does  not  allege  this  incompetency 
so  as  to  put  it  in  issue,  the  objection  would  be 
conclusive ;  for,  it  is  well  settled,  that  the  decree 
must  conform  to  the  allegations  of  -the  parties. 
But,  we  think,  this  bill  is  not  justly  exposed  to 
this  objection.    .  It  states  the  general  correct  con- 
duct of  C.  W.  during  the  life  of  his  wife;  that, 
soon  after  her  decease,  he  was  visited  by  a  para- 
lytic stroke,  which  was  followed  by  a  total  change 
in  his  conduct.     He  was  addicted  to  intoxication, 
and  to  many  vicious  habits,  in   the  course   of 
which,  fears  were  excited  in  his  family  that  he 
would  waste  all  bis  property,  or  convey  it  ta  his 
profligate  companions.     They  consulted  toge- 
ther, and  with  their  friends ;  and  the  first  proposi- 
tion was,  CO  apply  to  tht^  Court  for  a  guardian  to 
manage  his  affairs,  according  to  the  law  of  Rhode 
Island  in  such  cases.     It  was,  however,  finally 
agreed,  that  Asa  Handy  should  obtain  deeds  for 
his  property,  and  hold  it  for  the  use  of  C.  W. 
during  his  life,  and  of  his  heirs  after  his  death. 
The  bill  then  proceeds  to  state,  that  the  said  Asa 
Handy,  knowing  the  premises,  did  induce  the 
said  Comfort,  '^  he  being  in  the  state  and  condi- 
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lion  of  body  and  mind  aforesaid,"  for  the  nominal    1826. 
eonnideration  of  2,178  dollars,  to  make  the  con- 
veyances in  the  hill  mentioned. 

Although  a  more  direct  and  positive  allegation 
that  C.  W.  was  incapable  of  transacting  busi- 
ness, would  have  been  more  satisfactory  than 
the  detail  of  circumstances  from  which  the  con- 
elusion  is  drawn,  yet,  we  think,  that  the  aver- 
ment of  his  incompetency  is  sufficiently  explicit 
to  make  it  a  question  in  the  cause.  The  de- 
fimdant  has  met  this  charge,  and  we  cannot 
doubt  that  his  answer  is  sufficiently  responsive 
to  the  bill,  to  give  him  all  the  benefit  which  the 
rules  of  equity  allow  to-  an  answer  in  such-  cir- 
cumstances. 

We  proceed,  then,  to  look  into  the  proofs  in   Proofs  of  th« 
the  cause,  and  to  inquire  whether  the  testimony  onbT^ranto^. 
establishes  the  incompetency  of  C.  W.  when  these 
deeds  were  executed. 

We  have  examined  with  attention  the  immense 
mass  of  contradictory  evidence  which  the  record 
contains.  A  number  of  persons,  and,  among 
others,  the  witnesses  to  the  deeds,  express  the 
opinion  that  he  was  capable  of  managing  his  af- 
fairs, and  of  disposing  of  his  property.  This 
evidence,  however,  is  met  by  such  a  mass  of  op- 
posing testimony  as  can  scarcely  be  resisted. 
Among  the  numerous  witnesses  who  testify  to 
the  imbecility  of  his  mind,  are  many  who  had 
been  long  and  intimate  acquaintances.  All  his 
physicians  concur  in  stating,  in  strong  and  de- 
cided terms,  the  weakness  of  his  mind,  as  well  as 
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his  body,  which  they  ascribe  chiefly  to  the  cha^ 
racter  -of  his  disease.  One  of  •  them.  Doctor 
Barrows,  attended  him  about  the  time  these  deeds 
were  executed.  He  says,  ^^  with  regard  to  the 
state  of  his  mind,  at  all  times  when  I  saw  him 
within  the  said  period,  (from  the  1st  of  March 
to  the  25th  of  November,  1809,)  I  can  say,  that 
he  appeared  to  me  wholly  incapacitated  to  trans- 
act any  money  business,  or  to  have  the  care  of 
any  concerns  whatever.  It  is  my  opinion,  that 
the  decay  of  his  mental  faculties  was  such  as  to 
induce  that  state  of  fatuity  which  would  unfit  him 
for  all  the  purposes  relative  to  the  affairs  of  life, 
except  obeying  the  various  calls  of  nature.''  Some 
of  the  witnesses  add  to  their  opinion  of  his  im- 
becility, some  circumstances  on  which  the  opi- 
nion is  founded,  which  cannot  fail  to  make  a 
deep  impression  on  the  mind..  Ziba  Olney  says, 
that  he  was  acquainted  with  C.  W.  for  the  last 
five  years  of  his  life,  who,  for  the  last  fifteen 
months  of  them,  resided  in  his  family.  '^  That 
during  the  whole  of  these  times  he  appeared  to 
be  childish,  and4ncapable  of  transacting  any  bu- 
siness. The  reasons  of  this  opinion  are,  that  he 
would  frequently  repeat  the  same  questions,  and 
would,  several  times  in  the  same  day,  ask  what 
day  of  the  week  it  was.  At  short  intervals,  he 
would  talk  rationally,  and  then  would  break  off 
from  conversation  to  singing,  and  from  that  to 
crying.  That  he  would  frequently  go  out  in  the 
night  and  day,  naked  except  his  shirt.  That  he 
would  frequently  break  out  in  profane  language, 
and,   at  other  times,  preach.''      Several   other 
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witnesses  describe  the  situation  and  conduct  of    1826. 
this  afflibted  old  gentleman,  in  a  manner  to  add  ^"^Jardins^ 
great  weight  to  their  opinion,  that  his  faculties        v. 
were  prostrated.     Many  even  of  those  witnesses       "°  ^' 
who  depose  to  his  competency,  declare,  that  the     Handy 
public  opinion  and  language  of  his  neighbour-    Harding.- 
hood  was,  that  his  mind  was  deplorably  impair- 
ed ;  and  the  conduct  and  declarations  of  his  fa- 
mily, including  the  defendant,  Asa  Handy  him- 
self, show  a  settled  conviction  that  C.  W.  was 
incapable  of  managing  his  affairs. 

There  is  evidence  of  the  consultations  in  which 
Handy  participated,  previous  to  the  deeds  of  the 
9th  of  May,  for  putting  the  old  gentleman  and 
bis  estate  under  guardianship  ;  and  there  is,  also, 
evidence  of  similar  consultation  respecting  the 
propriety  of  procuring  a  conveyance  of  his  pro- 
perty, in  order  to  save  it  for  himself  and  his  fa- 
mily. This  may  not  be  admissible  as  proof  of 
a  trust ;  but  it  is  strong  evidence  of  a  conviction, 
that  the  person  from  whom  the  deed  was  to  be 
obtained  was  unfit  for  the  management  of  his 
own  affairs.  Among  other  testimony  to  this 
point,  Abner  Daggett  deposes,  that  Asa  Handy 
asked  him  if  he  had  a  notion  of  buying  his  fa- 
ther Wheaton^s  lot  ?  The  witness  answered, 
that  he  had  had  some  conversation  with  Wheaton 
about  it ;  upon  which  Handy  said,.  Wheaton  was 
no  more  capable  of  selling  his  estate  than  a 
child.  The  witness  was  deterred  from  purchas- 
ing, though  he  wished  to  acquire  the  lot,  by  th^ 
fear  of  subsequent  controversy. 

The  great  and  sudden  revolution  in  the  whole 
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conduct  of  C.  W.,  immediately  afler  the  first  pa« 
ralytic  stroke,  viewed  in  connexion  with  his  ad* 
vanced  age,  is  a  strong  circumstance  in  corrobo- 
ration of  the  opinion  that  his  niinti  was  diseased. 
A  sober,  prudent,  reflecting,  and  moral  man, 
between  seventy  and  eighty  years  of  age,  min* 
gles  with  profligate  people,  to  whom  he  devotes 
himself,  and  becomes  suddenly  intemperate,  im- 
moral, and  childishly  whimsical  and  indiscreet, 
so  that  his  nearest  friends  think  it  necessary  to 
put  it  out  of  his  power  to  ruin  himself. 

The  terms  on  which  this  old  gentleman  stood 
with  bis  family,  are  not  entirely  unvlrorthy  of  con- 
sideration* But  two  of  his  children,  Caleb,  and 
Mary,  the  wife  of  the  defendant  Asa,  lived  near 
him.  From  causes,  some  of  which  may  be  dii^- 
cerned  in  the  record,  be  was  on  ill  terms  with 
Caleb.  One  of  the  witnesses  deposes,  that  be 
said,  on  one  occasion,  ^^  You  know,  Asa,  I  made 
you  the  deeds  to  spite  Caleb."  There  is  other 
testimony  to  the  same  efiect.  The  necessary 
eonsequence  of  this  quarrel  with  Caleb,  was,  to 
subject  him,  in  an  increased  degree,  to  the  influ- 
ence of  Mary  Handy  and  her  husband,  and  ex- 
poses the  deeds  conveying  all  his  property  to 
them,  to  an  increased  degree  of  suspicion. 

The  inadequacy  of  the  consideration,  as  stated 
in  the  bonds  referred  to  in  the  answer,  furnishes 
an  additional  argument  against  these  deeds.  It 
was  chiefly  the  support  of  C.  W.  for  the  residue 
of  his  life.  This  proved  to  be  five  years,  which 
was  a  longer  time  than  his  age,  and  state  of 
heidth,  at  the  time  jof  the  transaction,  rendered 
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probable ;  but  which  was  certainly  not  a  full  con«    1 826, 
sideration  for  the  property. 

These  variouB  circumstances    add  so  much 
weight  to  the  opinions  of  those  who  depose  to  the       '^    ^' 
incompetence  of  C.  W,,  that  the   mind  cannot     Hundy 
withhold  its  assent  from   that  conclusion.     An    H^dW. 
issue,  indeed,  might  have  been  directed  ;  but  we 
do  not  thmk  it  a  case  m  which  this  course  ought  ces»ary,  and  ir 
to  have  been  pursued.     The  degree  of  weakness,  ratted,      thJ 

/•  •  •   •  i_  •    i_  I  J.  A      •     J  r^  .verdict    would 

or  of  imposition,  which  ought  to  induce  a  Court  „ot  have  been 
of  Chancery  to  set  aside  a  conveyance,  is  proper  *^**"^'""^*' 
for  the  ^consideration  of  the  Court  itself;  and 
tbere  seems  to  be  no  reason  for  the  intervention 
of  a  jury,  unless  the  case  be  one  in  which  the 
Court  would  be  satisfied  with  the  verdict,  however 
it  might  be  found.  A  verdict  affirming  the  capa- 
city of  C.  W.  to  execute  these  deeds  on  the  9th 
of  May,  1805,  could  not,  we  think,  have  been 
uitisfactory  to  the  Court ;  and  it  was,  consequent- 
ly, not  necessary  to  refer  the  question  of  compe- 
tency to  a  jury « 

If  these  deeds  were  obtained  by  the  exercise    .?**^*    "^ 

•^  aside,  on   ac- 

of  undue  influence  over  a  man  whose  mind  had<^"""^  ^[  ^^^ 
ceased  to  be  the  safe  guide  of  his  actions,  it  is  enco  exercised 

/.        ,.  11  1        .         -  uponUiegrant- 

against  conscience  for  him  who  has  obtained  or. 
them  to  derive  any  advantage  from  them.  It  is 
the  peculiar  province  of  a  Court  of  conscience,  to 
set  them  aside.  That  a  Court  of  equity  will  in- 
terpose  in  such  a  case,  is  among  its  best  settled 
principles*  The  cases  cited  in  the  argument, 
which  we  will  not  repeat,  place  this  beyond  the 
possibility  of  question.  It  was,  therefore,  pro- 
per to  set  aside  the  deeds,  and  to  direct  the  de- 
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1826.    fendant,  Handy,  to  account  for  the  money  he  had 
received  under  them. 

But,  although  that  defendant  ought  not  to  be 

permitted  to  benefit  himself  by  his  own  impro- 

Handy     per  act,  it  is  not  reasonable  that  he  should  be 

HardiDg.    burthened  with  the  debts  of  C.  W.,  and  the  ex- 

penses  of  his  maintenance.     These  are  proper 

charged  with  chargcs  ou  the  estate  itself.  So  are  improvements 

bjthe  grantee,  and  repairs  wbich  enhanced  the  rents,  and  the 

value  of  the   estate.     As  a  defendant  in  equity, 

Asa  Handy  has  certainly  a  right  to  retain  them, 

and  to  receive  credit  for  them  in  the  account 

which  was  directed  by  the  Circuit  Court. 

There  is,  we  think,  no  error  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  account  was  directed  to  be  taken. 

The  parties  were  heard  before  the  Master, 
who,  after  a  very  laborious  and  comprehensive 
examination  of  their  accounts,  has  made  a  volu- 
minous report,  to  which  both  parties  have  ex- 
cepted. 
The  Court     It  mavbe  obscrvcd,  generally,  that  it  is  not  the 

does    not    in-  .  /.        ^  .  •  .  j* 

vestigate   the  provmcc  of  a  Court  to  mvestigate  items  of  an 

items  of  an  ac-  __,  ^     t  •  •        i 

count,  nor  re-  accouut.     The  rcport  of  the  master  is  received 

view  the  Mas-  ,  ...  ,     , 

ter's  report, as  truc,  whcu  no  cxceptiou  IS  taken  ;  and  the  ex- 
•uch***  nJatiers  ccptions  are  to  be  regarded  so  far  only  as  they 
"VhV'^xwp'Iare  supported  by  the  special  statements  of  the 
par"?  'of*  the  Mastcr,  or  by  evidence,  which  ought  to  be  brought 
•j'j^jyi^j^^p* J- before  the  Court  by  a  reference  to  the  particular 
red  to.  testimony  on  which  the  exceptor  relies.     Were 

it  otherwise,  were  the  Court  to  look  into  the  im- 
mense mass  of  testimony  laid  before  the  Com- 
missioner, the  reference  to  him  would  be  of  little 
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avail.     Such  testimony,  indeed,  need  not  be  re-     1826. 
ported  farther  than  it  is  relied  on  to  support,  ex- 
plain, or  oppose,  a  particular  exception. 

1.  The  first  exception  made  by  Handy  is,  that 
only  the  sum  of  5,448  dollars  26.  cents,  were  al- 
lowed him  by  the  Commissioner,  instead  of 
101,167  dollars,  30  cents,  the  amount  of  his 
claim.  This  is  a  general  exception,  which  com- 
prehends, it  is  supposed,  the  particular  alleged 
errors  enumerated  in  the  sul^sequent  excep- 
tions. 

2.  The  second  exception  is,  that  the  Master 
did  not  admit  his  whole  account  on  his  own 
oath. 

The  conduct  observed  by  the  Master  on  this  Rule  of  prac- 

1  -11  111-  !/•  ■,  ***^®  on  excep- 

pomt,  IS  thus  specially  stated  by  himself.  **  1  tions  made  to 
admitted  said  Asa  to  make  oath  to  all  charges,  report. 
whether  for  money,  specific  articles,  or  services, 
which,  from  the  circumstances  of  the  parties,  or 
the  nature  of  the  charge  itself,  could  not,  in  my 
opinion,  be  proved  by  vouchers,  or  other  legal 
evidence." 

This  rule,  adopted  by  the  Master,  is,  in  our  Tcitimony  of 
opinion,  one  to  which  Handy  could  make  no  just  far  admiWibie 

,  •  rr\i  .  ....       in   accounting 

objection.  There  can  be  no  propriety  in  admit-  before  a  Mas- 
ting  the  party  as  a  witness  to  support  items  in  ^'' 
an  account,  which,  from  their  character,  admit 
of  full  proof.  Of  this  description  are  the  items 
which  constitute  his  third  exception.  It  is  the 
demand  of  testimony  to  support  his  charges  for 
repairs  and  improvements.  These  repairs  and 
improvements  are  susceptible  of  complete  proof; 
and,  as  there  could  be  no  difficulty  ip  procuring 
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1826.  it,  the  Commissioner  did  right  in  requiring  it. 
The  fourth  exception  is  to  the  rejection  of  his  oath 
to  discharge  himself  from  rents,  which,  as  he  i)!-* 
leged,  he  had  not  received* 

liandjr  The  Commissioner  has  made  considerable  de- 
Hardiac.  Auctions  from  the  total  amount  of  rent,  if  calcu-* 
lated  for  the  whole  time,  but  has  rejected  the 
oath  of  Handy,  because  he  admitted  that  he  had 
kept  legers  in  which  his  receipts  of  rents  were 
regularly  entered,  which  were  still  in  his  posses- 
sion, but  which  he  refused  to  produce.  The  de** 
ckiou  of  the  Master  on  this  point  was  so  obvi- 
ously right,  that  it  need  only  be  stated  to  be  14;)^ 
proved. 

5.  The  fifth  exception  is,  that  the  Master  has 
not  allowed  for  repairs  and  improvements  ac^ 
cording  to  the  measurement  of  Nathan  Parks, 
which  was  on  oath,  but  according  to  the  estimate 
of  John  Newman,  which  was  not  founded  on  ac* 
tual  measurement,  but  made  principally  by  the 
eye. 

The  Master  reports,  that,  **  in  addition  to  the 
evidence  produced  by  the  parties,  I  appointed 
John  Newman,  an  experienced  and  skilful  mea- 
surer of  carpenters'  work,  to  go  on  the  premises, 
together  with  the  said  Handy  and  myself,  and  te 
measure  and  estimate  all  such  repairs,  and  altera- 
tions, and  buildings,  as  said  Handy,  being  under 
oath,  should  point  out  as  being  made  and  exe- 
cuted by  him."  The  estimate  of  the  said  New- 
man, with  his  deposition,  are  referred  to,  and  an- 
nexed to  the  report. 
Newman  deposes,  that  his  estimate  is  founded 
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OB  actaal  measurement,  except  parts  of  the  roof 
of  one  building,  which  he  took  from  the  measure^ 
ment  of  Nathan  Parks,  and  of  another,  in  which 
he  was  guided  by  the  statement  made  by  Handy 
himself  of  the  length  of  the  rafters,  which  ac- 
corded with* his  own  estimate* 

That  a  measurement  thus  made  and  proved, 
was  entitled  to  more  respect  than  the  ex  parte 
measurement  of  Parks,  cannot  be  doubted. 

6.  An  exception  is  edso  taken  to  the  report,  be- 
cause it  disallows  the  charge  made  by  Handy  of 
a  note,  which  he  says  was  proved* 

This  exception,  it  is  presumed,  was  not  taken 
before  the  Master,  as  he  does  not  notice  it,  and 
it  is  too  vague  to  be  regarded.  Neither  the  note, 
nor  the  ground  on  which  payment  is  claimed, 
nor  its  amount,  nor  the  reasons  of  its  rejection, 
are  stated  ;  nor  is  there  any  refer^ce  to  the  evi- 
dence in  support  of  it.  Nothing  is  stated  to  in- 
duce a  suspicion,  that  the  disallowance  of  it  was 
improper.  Yet  the  Court,  from  its  solicitude  to 
discover  whatever  the  record  might  contain  on 
this  subject,  has  looked  through  the  report.  No- 
thing is  said,  so  far  as  we  can  perceive,  respect- 
ing a  note,  except  in  the  affidavit  of  Ziba  Olney, 
who  states,  that  Asa  Handy  became  the  endorser 
of  some  note  for  Appleby,  which  was  settled  in 
some  way  in  the  board  of  G.  W.,  on  which  note, 
he  believes.  Handy  was  sued.  If  this  is  the  note 
to  which  the  exception  alludes,  the  claim  is.  -ab* 
sorbed  in  the  allowance  made  him  for  the  board 
of  G.  W.    But,  whether  it  be  the  note  or  not. 

Vol.  Xf.  17 
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Harding 

▼• 
Handy. 

Haodjr 

▼• 
Marding; 


the  exceptioa  ia  totally  unsnpfpovted,  and  cannot 
be  sustained. 

7.  A  seyentb  exception  is,  a  cherge  of  inone^ 
atle^d  to  have  beeur  received!  of  Doctor  Bowen^ 
although  he  discherged*  himself  therefrom  oii 
oath,  in  payments  of  difierenc  sums  under'  Iwen** 
ty  dollar^  each. 

This  is  the  sipplicatroin  to  a  particular  item 
of  the  principle  contained  in  the  secuitd  ezeep* 
tion,  and  is  disposed  of  with  that  exceptioii. 

8,  9.  The  eighth  exception  is  a  repetition:  of 
the  objection  to  the  manner  in  which  Handy  is 
charged  with  repairs^  the  Master's  report  respect- 
ing which  has  been  already  stated  to  be  satisfac^ 
tory ;  amd  the  ninth  is  a  repetition'  of  the  olnim 
to  sustain  his  accounts  on  his  own  oatb. 

10.  The  tenth  exception  rs  to  the  requisition 
made  on  him^  to  produce  his  leger,  in  whidi  en:- 
trics  had  been  made  of  t%e  rents  he  bad  re^ 
ceived ;  a  reqpfisilion  to  which  be  objects,  becnwe 
it  coBtamed  transaetioifs  anterior  to  the  entriwB 
of  rent. 

The  validity  of  this  objection  cannot  be  $A* 
mitted.  The  legier  might  be  inepected  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant,  Haivdy,  and  theriB 
could  be  no  propriety  in  commencing  the  eM* 
amination  with  pricH-  transactions. 

11.  The  eleventh  exception  respects  the 
calculation  of  interest.  The  Commissioner  had 
made  what  are  denominated  rests  in  the  account, 
instead  of  calculating  interest  on  each  minvte 
item.  This  mode  of  calculating  recerpts  and 
expenditures,  in  accounts  consisting  of  numerous 
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small  itemsy  is  reciMiimeiided  b3r  coniKenience^     1826. 
and  has  be^ii  geoeiraUy  adopted.     It  seems  to 
liave  been  f>roperlj  adopted  ia  this  case. 

12.  Tbe  twelfth  and  ladt  exception,  is  a  repe- 
tition of  d>e  (iflen  repeated,  and  as  often  reject-     Handf 
ed  daim,  to  be4id«ivtted  to  swear  to  his  whole    nursing. 
aeoount. 

Tbe  <nriginfd  [daintiffs  except  (1.^  to  the  atkyw- 
•ace  mltde  to  -the  said  Asa  Haiidy  £&r  buildings 
^icb  were  erected  on  tbe  lot  after  the  death  of 
C«  W.,  which  are  said  to  be  no  advantage  to  k. 

But  there  is  no  proof,  and  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve, that  these  buildings  were  not  a  real  advan- 
tage to  the  property,  and  did  not  increase  the 
rent  and  tbe  value.  This  exo^xtion,  therefore, 
was  properly  fmefmiled. 

2.  Titd  second  exception  is  to  tJ»e  admission 
of  the  said  Handy^e  eatli,  in  cases  in  which  he 
refused  to  prodisce  his  books,  and  tbe  books  of 

.No  example  of  this  .admission  is  given,  nor  is 
Ikere  any  proof  in  euf^ort  of  tbe  exception. 
The  rule  by  which  >the  Master  was  govterned  has 
been  44ready  etated  «nd  approved.*. 

S.  The  third  ei&ce^non  is  .a  repetition  of  the 
objection  -to  the  admtsnion  of  items  in  the  acoomt 
sif  Hattdy,  on  his  own  oath ;  and  is  answered  by  a 
refer enoe  to  that  part  of  tbe  report  wbidi  re- 
lates to  this  subject,  and  wkich  bas  been  already 
stated. 

Th/e  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  excep- 
tions, are  totally  unsupported  by  evidence,  and, 
eoveequetitly,  cannot  be  sustained. 


132 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


Harding 

V. 

Handy. 
Handy 

V. 

Harding. 


1826.        We  think  the  Circuit  Court  did  right  in  con- 
firming the  report  of  the  Commissioner. 

Upon  the  return  of  this  report,  the  Circuit 
Court  directed  the  estates  to  be  sold,  and  the 
money  due  to  the  said  Asa  Handy  to  be  paid,  in 
the  first  instance,  and  that  one  fifth  of  the  resi- 
due should  be  paid  to  each  of  the  plaintiffs,  thai 
being  the  distributive  share  of  each  under  the 
law  of  Rhode  Island.  The  decree  proc&eds  to 
authorize  the  heirs  who  were  not  made  parties 
to  come  in  and  receive  their  distributive  shares, 
on  paying  their  proportion  of  the  costs  and 
charges  of  suit. 

The  objection  to  this  decree  is,  that  the  chil- 
dren of  Mary  Handy,  and  the  children  of  Daniel 
Wheaton,  are  not  parties  to  the  suit. 
All  the  heirs  to  It  has  bccu  supposcd,  that  it  is  not  necessary, 
ties,Tf  wUhiD  in  Rhode  Island,  to  make  all  the  heirs  parties, 
^o"f"'*the  because, .  by  the  laws  of  that  Ptate,  parceners 
can  sue  separately  for  their  respective  portions 
of  the  estate  of  their  ancestor.  This  law  would, 
undoubtedly,  be  regarded,  in  a  suit  brought  on 
the  common  law  side  of  the  Circuit  Court.  Its 
influence  on  a'  suit  in  equity  is  not  so  certain. 
But,  however  this  may  be,  we  are  satisfied  that  a 
sale  ought  not  to  have  been  ordered,  unless  all 
the  heirs  had  been  before  the  Conrt  as  plaintiffs 
or  defendants.  Although  the  legal  estate  may 
be  in  Caleb  Wheaton  under  the  deed  made  by 
the  administrator,  yet  he  acknowledges  himself 
to  be  a  trustee  for  the  heirs,  having  purchased  for 
their  benefit.  They  have,  therefore,  a  vested 
equitable  interest  in  the  property,  of  which  they 
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6aght  not  to  be  deprived  without  being  heard. 
They  may  choose  to  come  to  a  partition,  and  to 
redeem  their  shares  by  paying  their  proportion 
of  the  money  with  which  the  estate  is  charged. 
'  The  bill  does  not  state,  that  the  heirs  who  are 
not  made  parties  are  unwilling  to  become  so,  or 
cannot  be  made  defendants  by  the  service  of  pro*- 
cess.  We  think,  then,  that  there  is  error  in  pro- 
ceeding to  decree  a  sale,  without  bringing  all 
those  heirs  before  the  Court  who  can  be  brought 
before  it ;  and  for  this  error,  the  decree  must  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  sent  back,  with  liberty 
to  the  plaintiffs  to  amend  their  bill  by  making 
proper  parties.  If  all  the  heirs  cannot  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  the  undivided  interest  of  those 
who  do  appear,  is  to  be  sold,  and  the  lien  of  Asa 
Handy  is  to  remain  on  the  part  or  parts  unsold, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  so  much  of  the  money 
due  to  him  as  those  parts  may  be  justly  charge- 
able with. 


1826. 


Hand/ 

▼. 
Harding. 


Dbcrbb.  These  causes  came  on  to  be  heard, 
&c.  on  consideration  whereof,  this  Court  is  of 
opinion,  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  interlocuto- 
ry  decree,  nor  in  so  much  of  the  final  decree  as 
approves  and  confirms  the  report  made  by  the 
Master ;  but  there  is  error  in  so  much  thereof  as 
directs  a  sale  of  the  premises  therein  mentioned, 
all  the  heirs  who  are  shown  to  be  interested  in 
the  said  premises  not  being  made  parties,  and  it 
Bot  being  shown  or  alleged  that  they  could  not 
be  made  parties.  Ho  much  of  the  decree,  there- 
fore^ as  directed  a  sale  of  the  premises  in  the 
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U96.  bill  mentioned,  is  revemicd  and  annuixed,  and 
^•^IJJ^J^  the  refiidue  thereof  is  APPiiiiiED ;  and  the  cause 
T.  18  remanded  to  the  »aid  Circuil  Court,  with  liber« 
ij  to  the  plaintiffs  to  make  all  proper  parties, 
that  the  whole  may  be  sold  if  all  the  heirs  can  be 
madepartiesy  otherwise  the  shares  of  suefaas  are 
made  parties.  Each  party  to  pay  his  own  coals 
Hi  this  Court. 


[FXUOAX.    AN»    CoNSTITrTIONAL    LaW.      AttieNMENT    BT    n% 

HntBARP,  OF  A  Cbosk  in  Action,  BELoifoiiio  to  tbb  Wife.] 

Henry  Cassell,   Administrator  of  Louisa 

Brownikg, 

V. 

Charles  Carroll  of  Carrollton. 

The  title  and  claim  of  Charles  Lord  Baltimore,  his  heirs  and  represen- 
tatiTBSfto  ttie  quit  rents  reserved  bjr  the  Prti|irietary  of  the  late  Fro- 
Tioce  (now  State)  of  Maryland,  was  extinguished  by  the  agree* 
ment  between  the  heirs,  devisees,  and  personal  representatives  of 
the  said  Lord  Bahiniore,  and  of  his  son  and*heir,  Fredmck  Lord 
BakiiBore,  made  in  t7S0,  and  oonfirnmd  by  an  aiai  of  tihe  Britifh 
Farliaaient  in  178L 

Jl  nevMy  that  a  bonajide  assignment,  for  a  valuable  consideration^ 
made  by  a  husband,  of  a  debt  actually  and  presently  due  to  hfs 
wife,  devests,  in  equity,  the  title  of  the  wife. 

But,  however  this  may  be  in  general,  the  agreement  made  in  I79j^ 
including  the  quit-rents  then  actually  due  (if  at  all)  to  Louisa 
Browning,' the  daughter  of  Charles  Lord  Baltimore,  and  assigning 
them  to  Henry  Harford,  the  devisee  of  Frederick  Lord  Baltiinoytf 
bftviBg  beett  entered  into  in  England,  by  the  hubbaud  of  Louias 
Browning  and  her  couiniittee,  (she  being  a  lunatic,)  and  the  con- 
sideration having  actually  gone  beneficially  for  her  use ;  and  the 
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whole  trauMaOiod  having  been  betwecH  British  subject^  under  the      IflQR 

direction  of  the  High  Court  of  Thancery,  and  confirmed  by  an  act  ^^-^^^^^ 
of  Parliament,  transferred  a  complete  legal  and  equitable  title  to      GmbI 
Hbe  atdgaeer  ▼• 

ERROR  to  the  Cireoit  Court  of  Maryland. 

Tkw  was  an  action  of  debt,  brougkt  by  the 
piftiMiiff  in  evror  in  the  Court  below,  for  the  re^ 
eatery  of  eertstn  quit-rents  alleged  to  be  due 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  intestate. 
The  special  verdict  found  by  the  jury  stated  tiie 
following  fiicts. 

The  jury  find,  by  their  verdict,  thai  Charles 
the  First,  m  the  eighth  year  of  hi8  reign,  graiited 
to  Ceeceliuff  Calvert,  Baron  of  Baltimore,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  in  fee  simple,  the 
Fnmnoe  (now  State)  of  Maryland,  by  a  chartet 
dsfted  the  eighth  of  June,  1633.  CaBceUus  Cal- 
vert died  in  1675,  and  left  Charles,  afterwards 
Baron  of  Baltimore,  his  son  and  heir,  who  en- 
tered  into  the  said  Province,  and  was  seised 
thereof^  The  said  Charles,  in  1711,  granted, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  Province,  to  Charles 
Caa^roU,  Esq.  father  of  the  defendant,  a  patent 
for  a  tract  of  land  containing  ten  thousand  acres, 
**  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  him,  the  said 
Charles  Carroll,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever; 
to  be  holden  of  us  and  our  heirs,  as  of  our  ma- 
nor of  Baltimore,  in  free  and  common  soccage 
by  fealty  only  for  all  manner  of  services,  yield- 
ing and  paying  therefor,  yearly,  unto  us  and  our 
heirs,  at  our  receipt  at  the  city  of  St.  Mary's,  at 
the  two  most  usual  feasts  in  the  year,  viz.  at  the 
foost  of  the  annunciation  of  the  blessed  Virgin 
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Mary,  and  St.  Michael  the  arch-angel,  frolif 
and  after  the  second  day  of  April,  which  shall  be 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1723,  the  rent  of  gbc 
hundred  pounds  sterling  in  silver  and  gold." 

The  defendant  inherited  the  said  tract  of  land 
from  his  father,  and  is  now  seised  and  possessed 
of  the  same.  On  the  31st  day  of  December, 
1698,  the  said  Charles  Lord  Baltimore  executed 
a  deed,  by  which  he  settled  the  Province  of  Ma^ 
ryland  on  himself,  remainder  on  his  son  Benedict 
for  life — remainder  on  the  heirs  male  of  the  body 
of  the  said  Benedict — remainder  to  the  said 
Charles  in  fee.  There  were  trusts  created  in 
the  said  deed,  all  of  which  are  determined.  The 
said  Benedict  died  in  1714,  and  Charles,  his  fa-^ 
ther,  in  1715.  The  said  Benedict  left  issue  male 
Charles  his  heir,  afterwards  Lord  Baltimore,  and 
proprietor  of  Maryland.  Benedict  left  other 
sons,  all  of  whom  died  without  issue. 

The  last  mentioned  Charles  entered  into  the 
Province  of  Maryland,  and  was  seised  thereof, 
as  the  law  requires;  and,  on  the  Uth  day  of 
July,  1 730,  executed  a  deed  to  trustees,  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Charles  and  his  assigns  for  life,  re« 
mainder  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
the  said  Charles  in  tail  male  successively— re* 
mainder  to  the  use  of  the  said  Charles  in  fee* 
There  were  other  trusts  created  in  the  deed,  but 
they  were  all  determined  at  the  death  of  Mary, 
the  wife  of  the  said  Charles,  which  took  place  in 

1769. 

In  1692,  an  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  of 
Maryland  9  which  declares,  that  no  manor,  landt 
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tenements^  or  hereditamente  ^i^hatsoever,  within  1826. 
the  Provitice,  shall  pass  from  one  to  another,  ^'^^^^^ 
except  the  deed  or  conveyance  be  acknowledged  ^  v. 
before  certain  magistrates,  and  enrolled  or  re- 
corded* This  act  was  in  force  when  the  inden- 
tare  of  the  Slst  of  December,  1698,  was  exe- 
cuted, but  the  said  indenture  was  not  acknow- 
ledged or  recorded.  The  legislature  of  Mary- 
land, in  1715,  ch.  47.  passed  an  act  which  re- 
quires deeds,  and  leases  for  more  than  seven 
years,  to  be  acknowledged  and  recorded  within 
six  moivths  from  their  date.  It  also  declares  all 
deedsi  fiot  acknowledged  and  recorded,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1693,  to  be 
▼did.  The  deed  of  the  11th  of  July,  1730,  was 
neitilier  acknowledged  nor  recorded. 

The  last  mentioned  Charles  Lord  Baltimor'e 
had  issue  only  one  son,  named  Frederick,  and 
two  daughters,  one  named  Louisa,  (who  is  the 
plaintiff's  intestate,)  and  the  other  named  Caro- 
line. The  said  Charles  Lord  Baltimore,  being 
Mised  of  the  Province  of  Maryland  as  aforesaid, 
made  his  will  in  1750,  and  devised  the  Province 
of  Maryland  to  trustees,  for  the  use  of  his  son  Fre- 
derick, and  his  assigns,  for  life  ;  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  sons  lawfully  begotten  of  the  body  of 
the  said  Frederick,  successively  in  tail  male ;  re- 
mainder to  the  daughters  of  the  said  Frederick ; 
''  and,  in  default  of  such  issue,  then  to  the  use  and 
behoof  of  Louisa,  my  eldest  daughter,  her  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever."  Charles  Lord  Baltimore 
died  seised  the  28d  day  of  April,  1751.     The 
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1826.     said  Frederick   Lord   Baltimore  died  without 
^^^^^^J^  lawful  issue,  on  the  4th  day  of  September,  1771- 


CarroH. 


Louisa,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  was  married 
to  John  Browning,  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  11612, 
and  remained  covert  baron  of  the  said  John 
until  1792,  when  he  died.  The  said  Louisa  was 
a  lunatic  from  the  year  1780  till  the  day  of  her 
death,  which  took  place  in  November,  1821.  She 
has  never  been  in  the  State  of  Maryland  since 
the  death  of  her  father.  Letters  of  administra- 
tion were  regularly  granted  to  the  plaintiff  on  the 
17th day  of  April,  1823. 

Frederick,  the  son  of  Charles  Lord  Baltimore, 
entered  into  the  Province  of  Maryland,  and  was 
seised  thereof  as  the  law  requires.  On  the  1st 
day  of  July,  1761,  the  said  Frederick,  and  Caece- 
hus  Calvert,  his  uncle,  executed  a  deed  of  bar- 
gain and  sale,  to  Thomas  Bennett  and  William 
Sharp,  of.  the  Province  of  Maryland,  and  its 
appurtenances,  for  the  purpose  of  docking  the  in- 
tail  of  the  Province..  On  the  8th  of  April,  1767, 
the  said  Frederick  executed  a  deed  of  lease  and 
release  of  Ann  Arundel  manor,  and  all  other  ma- 
nors held  by  the  lord  proprietary  in  the  Pro- 
vince, to  Bennett  Alien,  and  recoveries  were 
afterwards  suffered  of  the  said  manors,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  deed  of  lease  and  release. 
On  the  4th  day  of  March,  1771,  Frederick  Lord 
Baltimore  made  his  will,  and  devised  the  Pro- 
vince of  Maryland,  and  all  its  appurtenances,  to 
Henry  Harford. 

That  upon  the  death  of  the  said  last  mention- 
ed Frederick,  Baron  of  Baltimore,  Henry  Har* 
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Ibrdy  the  devisee  named  in  his  will,  was  a  minor,  1826. 
and  a  ward,  under  the  guardianship  of  the  Court  ^^^^^^^]^ 
of  Chancery  in  England,  and  so  continued  until  v. 
1779.  That  the  said  Henry  Harford,  as  devisee 
as  aforesaid,  was  recognised  and  acknowledged 
by  the  provincial  government  of  Maryland,  as 
the  lawful  proprietor  under  the  charter,  and  by 
his  guardians,  with  the  knowledge  and  consent  of 
the  British  government,  entered  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  government  of  the  Province  of  Ma- 
ryland, and  received  the  rents  and  revenues 
thereof  as  proprietor,  until  the  beginning  of  the 
disturbances  which  separated  the  United  States 
of  America  from  the  British  government.  That 
those  disturbances  began  in  1774,  at  which  time 
the  people  of  the  Province  of  Maryland  took  the 
government  of  the  said  Province  into  their  own 
hands,  and  ousted  the  officers  of  the  proprietor; 
and  the  government  of  the  said  Province  so  con- 
tinued in  the  hands  of  the  people  until  the  de- 
declaration  of  independence,  the  4th  of  July, 
1776.  That  no  quit-rents,  nor  cmy  revenues 
which  fell  due  in  the  said  Province  after  the  year 
1773,  were  paid  to  the  proprietor  or  his  officers  ; 
that,  aflter  the  revolutionary  war,  the  British  go- 
vernment paid  to  the  said  Henry  Harford  60,000 
pounds,  as  a  compensation  for  his  losses  in  Ma- 
ryland by  the  revolution  ;  and  paid  to  the  above- 
mentioned  John  Browning,  and  to  Robert  Eden, 
who  married  the  abovementioned  Caroline, 
10,000  pounds  each,  as  a  compensation  for  their 
looses  in  the  said  Province,  by  the  said  revolu- 
tion.     That    suits  in  the  Chancery  Court   of 
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1826.  England  were  instituted  in  1772,  by  the  B^id 
Browning  and  wife,  and  the  said  Eden  and  wife> 
against  the  said  Harford,  to  recover  the  Promee 
and  revenues  of  the  said  Province  of  Maryland, 
which  suits  continued  until  1782,  when  the  «aid 
bills -were  dismissed  by  the  complainants. 

In  1780,  the  legislature  of  Maryland  passed 
an  act,  which  declares,  that  ^*  the  citizens  of  Ma- 
ryland, from  the  declaration  of  indeipendenoe, 
and  for  ever,  be,  and  they  are  hereby  declared  to 
be,  exonerated  and  discharged  from  the  payment 
of  the  aforesaid  quit-rents,  and  that  the  same 
shall  be  for  ever  abolished  and  discontinued." 

In  1780,  an  agreement  was  entered  into  in 
England,  by  deed,  between  Henry  Harford  of 
the  first  part,  John  Browning,  the  husband  of 
Louisa  Browning,  and  Sir  Robert  Eden  and  Ca- 
roline his  wife,  (the  said  Louisa  and  Caroline 
being  the  heirs  at  law  of  Frederick  Lord  Balti- 
more,) of  the  second  part.  Sir  Cecil  Wray,  the 
committee  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  the 
said  Louisa,  (^he  being  a  lunatic,)  of  the  third 
part,  and  Hugh  Hammersley  and  Peter  Prevoat, 
two  of  the  executors  named  in  the  will  -of  Frede- 
rick Lord  Baltimore,  of  the  fourth  part,  all  the 
said  parties  being  British  subjects.  The  agree- 
ment makes  an  absolute  cession  of  the  Province, 
and  revenues,  &>c.  from  the  time  of  the  decease 
of  Lord  Frederick,  to  Henry  Harford  and  his 
heirs,  upon  the  payment  (among  other  things)  of 
10,000  pounds  to  John  Browning  and  Louisa  bis 
wife,  and  10,000  pounds  to  Sir  Robert  Eden  and 
Caroline  his  wife,  in  the  manner  stipulated  in  the 
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agreement*  It  also  provided,  in  the  event  fif  1826« 
the  restoration  of  Henry  Harford  to  the  pos"  ^'^^^^ 
aef»ion  of  the  Province  and  its  revenues,  grow-  ^* 
ingt  or  in  arrear,  for  an  additional  sum  of  10,000 
pounds,  for  the  benefit  of  each  of  said  ladies,  pay* 
able  out  of  the  same.  The  agreement  further  sti* 
pulated  for  an  application  to  the  British  Parlia** 
ment  for  an  act  to  confirm  the  same,  and  to  vest  in 
Henry  Harford  and  his  heirs,  tho  title  to  the  Pro* 
vince,  and  its  revenues,  with  a  provision  that  the 
agreemoBi  should  be  void  unless  the  royal  assent 
abould  be  given  to  the  act  within  three  years. 
The  act,  accordingly,  passed,  and  was  assented 
to  by  the  king  within  the  period  prescribed.  It 
vests  the  title  to  the  Province,  and  its  revenues* 
cutd  quit-rents,  &c.  absolutely  in  Henry  Harford 
and  his  h^irs,  subject  only  to  the  payment  of  the 
sums  before  mentioned,  and  some  others  not  ma- 
terial to  be  stated. 

Upon  this  special  verdict,  a  judgment  was  en- 
tered in  the  Court  below  projormaj  by  consent, 
for  the  defendant,  and  the  cause  was  brought,  by 
writ  of  error,  to  this  Court. 

The  cause  was  argued  by  Mr:  WA^ter  and  Monk  iM, 
Mr*  Ratjfmondj  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  the  Attor- 
ney Oemtad  and  Mr.  Taney y  for  the  defendsAt. 

It  has  not  been  thought  proper  to  report  the 
arguments  of  counsel,  at  large,  involving  a  great 
variety  of  feudal  and  constitutional  learning, 
which  the  Court  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  ex- 
funine,  as  the  cause  was  deterinined  upon  the 
single  point  of  the  effect  of  the  agreement  made 


142  GASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.    in  1780,  and  confirmed  by  act  of  Parliament  in 
1781. 
On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended, 

1.  That  the  deeds  of  1698,  and  1730,  were 
void  under  the  acts  of  Assembly  of  1692,  and 
1715,  referred  to  in  the  special  verdict ;  and  that, 
consequently,  Charles  Lord  Baltimore,  the  tes- 
tator of  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  was  tenant  in 
fee  simple  of  the  Province  of  Maryland,  at  the 
time  of  his  death  in  1751. 

2.  If  those  deeds  were  not  void,  then  the  said 
testator  was  tenant  in  tail  under  the  tleeds,  with 
reversion  in  fee,  which  reversion  was  a  devisa- 
ble interest,  and  was  well  devised  to  the  plaintiff's 
intestate/ 

3.  Payment  of  rent  to  Henry  Harford,  or  his 
agents,  did  not  discharge  the  defendant  from  his 
liability  to  pay  the  plaintiff. 

4.  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  Maryland  of 
1780,  which  professes  to  abolish  the  quit-rents 
from  and  after  the  declaration  of  independence, 
is  void,  on  the  general  principle  of  the  law  of  na- 
tions, that  a  division  of  an  empire  does  not  affect 
vested  rights  of  property,  and  by  the  special 
provisions  of  the  treaty  of  peace  of  1783,  and 
the  treaty  of  1794,  between  the  United  States 
and  Great  Britain.  The  original  charter  to  the 
first  Lord  Baltimore,  distinguished  between  his 
public  and  his  private  character,  and  melint  to 
confer  upon  him  beneficial  rights  of  property  in- 

a  Calvert'ilenee  v.  Eden,  2  Harr.  ^  M^Htnry^%  JRfp.279. 
337.    Opinion  of  Sir  F.  Hargrave,  S.  C.  lb.  341. 
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dependent  of  his  political  character  as  the  ruler  1826. 
of  the  Province.  At  all  events,  the  act  of  1780 
could  not  affect,  retrospectively,  the  quit-rents 
which  were  then  actually  due,  and  had  accrued 
from  the  deaih  of  Frederick  Lord  Baltimore  in 
1771,  until  May,  178U,  when  the  act  was  passed/ 

5.  That  the  agrernient  of  1780,  allef^ed  to 
have  been  confirmed  by  act  of  Parliament  in 
1781,  is  no  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action. 

Upon  this  last  point,  (which  was  the  only  one 
determined  by  the  Court,)  it  was  argued  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  agreement  contemplated  a  res* 
toration  of  Henry  Harford  to  the  possession  of 

• 

the  Province,  and  the  payment  of  large  sums  of. 
money  consequent  on  that  event,  and  that  this 
being  an  essential  part  of  the  contract,  which 
became  incapable  of  execution  by  the  result  of 
the  war,  the  agreement  could  not  legally  be  en- 
forced. It  was  also  contended,  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  John  Browning,  the  husband,  as 
such,  to  convey  the  title  to  these  quit  rents. be- 
longing to  Louisa  Browning  his  wife,  so  as  to 
bar  her,  in  case  of  survivorship,  from  the  right  of 
recovery,*  and  that,  she  being  a  lunatic,  no  act 
done  by  her  committee  could  in  any  manner  af- 
fect her  rights.  A  mere  intention  to  reduce  into 
possession  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  has  been 

a  Vaitelj  Droit  des  Gens,  liv.  4.  c.  2*  ^  22,  Ware  v.  Hyltoo, 
5  DaU.  Rep.  199.  239.  Georgia  v.  Brailsford,  3  Dall.  Rep.  I. 
Terett  v.  Taylor,  9  Cranch's  Rep.  43.  46.  Orr  v.  Hodgion^ 
4  Wheat.  Rep.  453.  Society,  &c*  v.  New  Haven,  8  Wheat.  Rep. 
464. 

b  Roper.  Hueb.  and  Wifcy  204.  223. 227- 
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1826.  held  ineufflcient  to  bar  the  widow  of  her  right  to 
them.''  So,  a  general  assignmeDt  in  bankruptcy 
has  not  the  effect  of  reducing  into  possession,  a 
legacy  of  ^tock  in  trust  for  the  bankrupt's  wife, 
whose  right  by  survivorship  will  be  established 
against  the  assignees/  And  a  transfer  of  stock 
into  the  wife's  name,  to  which  she  became  enti- 
tled as  a  distributive  share  of  personal  estate 
during  the  marriage,  will  not  be  considered  as  a 
payment  or  transfer  to  her  husband,  so  as  to  de- 
feat her  right  by  survivorship/  Supposing, 
therefore,  the  husband  had  agreed  to  transfer  this 
specific  claim,  it  would  only  operate  as  an  equi- 
table assignment ;  the  assignee  must  sue  in  the 
name  of  the  husband ;  and  if  he  did  not  reoov«r 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  the  right 
would  survive  to  the  wife.  But,  in  no  point  of 
view,  could  it  be  considered  as  a  legal  defence^  or 
be  pleaded  in  bar  of  this  action. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  was  in^ 
sisted, 

1.  That  as  soon  as  Maryland  became  a8ove<- 
reign  and  independent  State,  the  quit-^rents 
which  fell  due  after  the  declaration  of  indepen- 
dence, were  due  to  the  State,  and  not  to  the  re^ 
presentative  of  Lord  Baltimore.  They  belong- 
ed to  him  in  his  public  political  character  as  lord 

-a  Blont  V.  Bestland,  5  Vet^Rep.  515.    Lomb  v.  Millies,  Id. 

517. 

b  Mitford  v.  Mitford,  9  Vet.  Rep.  87- 

c  Wildman  v.  Wildnian,  9  Fet.  Rnp.  174.    See  abo,  Nash  r. 
Nash,  2  Madd.  Rep.  133.     Hornby  v.  Lee,  2  Madd,  Rep.  l6. 
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proprietary^  and  not  in  hia  individual  private  ca-     1826. 
pacity.* 

2.  That  Henry  Harford,  being  acknowledged 
by  the  Province  of  Maryland,  and  by  the  King 
of  Great  Britain,  as  the  proprietor  of  Maryland, 
was,  by  such  acknowledgment,  the  lawful  propri- 
etor, and  entitled  to  the  quit-rents  until  Maryland 
became  an  independent  State/ 

3.  If  the  Province  was  private  property,  and 
entailable  and  devisable,  then  the  entail  was 
barred  by  Frederick  Lord  Baltimore,  and  the 
devise  to  Henry  Harford  was  good. 

4.  If  Henry  Harford  was  not  lawful  proprie- 
tor, he  was  proprietor  de  facto^  and,  as  such, 
pajrment  to  himwould  discharge  the  tenants. 

5.  That  the  treaties  with  Great  Britain  have  no 
application  to  rents  falling  due  subsequent  to  the 
declaration  of  independence.  At  all  events,  the 
act  of  Assembly  of  1780,  effectually  confiscated 
the  quit-rents  due  before,  that  time,  and  so  de- 
vested the  title  of  whoever  might  be  entitled  to 
thdm,  as  to  extinguish  all  claim  to  those  quit- 
rents/ 

6.  That  the  agreement  of  1780,  confirmed  by 
act  of  Parliament  in  1781,  bars  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  action. 

Upon  this  last  point,  it  was  argued  for  the  de- 

a  2BL  Camm.  53.  288.  Co,  UtL  244.  note  6.  FownaUj 
Cohmei,  48, 49.    Kirk  v.  Smith,  9  fyheai.  Rep.  241 .  266.  282. 

6  1  Bl  Comm.  106,  107.  Derby  v.  Athol,  2  Ve$.  sen.  Rep. 
337*    Penn  v.  Ballimore,  1  Ves.  %en.  455. 

c  Smith  V.  Maryland,  6  Cranch^s  Rep.  306. 
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1826.  fendant,  that  John  Browning,  the  husband,  had  a 
right  to  bind  all  the  rights  of  Louisa  Browning 
the  wife^  with  respect  to  such  debts  as  were  then 
actually  due  and  payable,  and,  therefore,  had  a 
right  to  transfer,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
the  quit*rents,  actually  and  presently  due.  The 
cases  cited  on  the  other  side  did  not  shake  this 
principle.  The  case  of  Blount  v.  Bestland,*  was 
not  the  case  of  a  sale  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, but  of  a  bequest  by  a  husband  to  his  own 
children,  of  a  legacy  due  to  the  wife,  which  he 
had  not  reduced  to  possession.  Mitford  v.  Mit- 
ford^  was  the  case  of  a  general  assignment  of  all 
Ai«  effects  by  a  bankrupt  husband,  and  the  Court 
determined  that  it  did  not  pass  a  legacy  which 
he  had  not  reduced  into  possession.  But  the 
argument  manifestly  admitted,  that  a  particular 
assignment  of  the  specific  legacy  for  a  valuable 
oonsideration  would  have  produced  the  effect. 
The  case  of  Homsby  v.  Xee,'  was  the  sale  of  a 
wife's  reversionary,  not  a  present  interest.  So, 
that  the  power  of  the  husband  over  the  wife's 
present  debts,  immediately  recoverable,  remainr 
ed  untouched  by  these  decisions*  But,  in  the 
present  case,  the  wife  was  a  ward  of  Chancery, 
and  was  represented  by  her  committee  in  the  tran^ 
saction,  which  was  advantageous  for  her,  the  be- 
nefit of  which  she  had  received,  and  now  actually 
enjoys.  The  compromise  was  confirmed  by  -an 
act  of  Parliament  obtained  on  an  application  of 

a  5  Vt8,  Rep.  53  5.  6  9  Fe#.  Rep.  $7* 

c  2  Madd.  Rep,  16. 
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the  parties,  and  ought,  therefore,  to  be  consider-     1 826. 
ed  as  annihilating  all  her  claims  to  the  subject  in 
controversy. 

Mr.  Justice  Story  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Mwch  nth. 
Court. 

This  is  the  case  of  an  action  of  debt,  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  of  Louisa 
Browning,  against  the  defendant,  for  the  recove- 
ry of  certain  quit-rents  asserted  to  be  due  to  the 
intestate,  as  Proprietary  of  the  Province  of  Ma- 
ryland, and  accruing  between  the  years  1771  and 
1780.  In  the  Circuit  Court  for  Maryland  Dis- 
trict, upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  upon  the  gene- 
ral issue,  a  special  verdict  was  found,  upon  which 
that  Court  gave  judgment  pro  firrma  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  cause  has  been  brought  before 
us  for  a  final  decision,  by  a  writ  of  error. 

The  cause  has  been  here  argued  with  great 
i^ility  and  care.  Many  important  and  difficult 
points  have  been  discussed  at  the  bar,  up<Hi 
which,  if  we  were  called  to  pronounce  a  deci- 
sion, we  should  wish  for  more  time  and  conside- 
ration to  mature  our  judgment.  But,  as  we  have 
all  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  one  point,  which 
finally  disposes  of  the  whole  cause,  it  is  deemed 
proper  at  once  to  put  the  parties  in  possession  of 
our  opinion,  without  attempting  to  analyse  the 
learning  which  is  involved  in  others  of  more 
complexity,  and  would  require  more  extensive 
researches. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  present  decision,  it  is 
assumed,  (without,  however,  meaning  to  intimate 
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1826.  any  real  opinion  on  the  subject,)  that  every  other 
difficulty  in  respect  to  the  title  and  claim  of 
Louisa  Browning  to  the  quit-rents  in  controver- 
sy, is  overcome,  and  the  question  of  the  effect  of 
the  agreement  concluded  between  the  parties  in 
June,  1780,  and  subsequently  confirmed  by  Par- 
liament in  the  year  1781,  is  that  to  which  the 
Court  has  addressed  its  attention.  If  that  agree- 
ment, so  confirmed  and  executed,  as  the  case 
finds,  extinguished,  in  point  of  law,  the  title  of 
Louisa  Browning  to  these  quit-rents,  and  passed 
it  to  Henry  Harford,  there  is  an  end  to  the  pre- 
sent suit.  And  such,  upon  the  best  considera- 
tion of  the  case,  in  our  judgment,  was  the  legal 
effect  of  that  agreement  so  confirmed  and  exe- 
cuted. 

The  agreement  is  quadripartite  between  Hen- 
ry Harford  of  the  first  part^  John  Browning, 
the  husband  of  Louisa  Browning,  and  Sir  Ro*- 
bert  Eden,  and  Caroline  his  wife,  (the  said  Lou- 
isa and  Catharine  being  the  heirs  at  law  of  Fre- 
derick Lord  Baltimore,)  of  the  second  part,  Sir 
Cecil  Wray,  the  committee  of  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  said  Louisa,  she  being  a  lu- 
natic, of  the  third  part,  and  Hugh  Hammersly 
and  Peter  Prevost,  two  of  the  executors  named 
in  the  will  of  Lord  Frederick,  of  the  fourth  part. 
The  object  of  the  agreement  was  to  make  a  final 
settlement  between  the  parties  of  all  differences, 
and  particularly  to  settle  the  title  to  the  Province 
of  Maryland,  and  all  the  hereditaments  and  re- 
venues connected  therewith.  It  makes  an  abso- 
lute cession  of  the  Province  and  revenues,  &c« 
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&c.  from  the  decease  of  Lord  Frederick,  to  1826. 
Henry  Harford  and  hi^  heirs,  upon  th^  payment 
(among  other  things)  of  10,000  pounds  to  John 
Browning  and  Louisa  his  wife,  and  10,000 
pounds  to  Sir  Robert  Eden  and  Caroline  liis 
wife,  in  the  manner  stipulated  in  the  agreement. 
It  farther  stipulates,  in  the  ^vent  of  the  restora- 
tion of  Henry  Harford  to  the  possession  of  the 
Province  and  its  revenues,  growing  or  in  arrear, 
for  an  additional  sum  of  10,000  pounds,  for  the 
benefit  of  each  of  these  ladies,  payable  out  of 
the  same ;  but  as  that  event  never  occurred,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  dwell  further  upon  U«  The 
other  sums  were  duly  and  regularly  paid.  The 
agreement  further  stipulated  for  an  application 
to  be  made  to  the  British  Parliament  for  an  act 
to  confirm  the  same,  and  to  vest  in  Henry  Har- 
ford and  his  heirs,  the  title  to  the  Province,  and 
its  revenues,  &c. ;  with  a  provision,  .that  the 
agreement  should  be  void  unless  the  royal  assent 
should  be  given  to  the  act  within  three  years. 
The  act  passed,  and  was  assented  to  by  the  king 
within  the  period  prescribed.  It  vests  the  title 
to  the  Province,  and  its  revenues,  and  quit-rents, 
&c.  absolutely  in  Henry  Harford  in  fee,,  subject 
only  to  the  payment  of  the  sums  before  mention- 
ed, and  some  others  not  material  to  this  cause. 

What  is  there,  then,  to  prevent  the  agreement 
and  act  from  having  full  effect  ?  The  parties 
were  all  British  subjects  resident  within  the 
realm ;  the  act  of  Parliament  was  passed  upon 
their  own  application  and  agreement ;  all  persons 
in  interest  were  fully  represented,  so  far  as  by 
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1826.     law  they  were  capable  of  being  repreeented ; 

^^*^"^  the    conditions  Btipulnted   have  been   comptied 

V.        with;  the  confimmtion  was  absolute  ;  and  the  in- 

'     tention  was,  to  extinguish,  at  law,  as  wellas  in 

equity,  every  claim  of  Louisa  Browning  to  the 

quit-rents  now  in  controversy. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  the  agreement  con- 
templated a  res^toration  of  Henry  Larfordto  the 
possession  of  the  Province,  and  the  payment  of 
large  sums  consequent  thereon;  and  that,  this  being 
a  material  ingredient  in  the  contract,  which  became 
incapable  of  execution,  the  agreement  ought  not 
to  be  enforced,  or  held  obligatory.  It  would  be 
a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection,  that  the 
parties,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  agree-* 
ment,  knew  perfectly  well  that  the  Province  had 
assumed  independence,  and  that  the  chance  of 
restoration  depended  upon  the  issue  of  the  war 
then  waged  between  the  United  States  and  Great 
Britain.  They  acted  upon  that  state  of  things, 
and  provided  for  the  fiayment  of  these  additioa^ 
al  sums,  only  in  the  event  of  an  unsuccessful 
struggle  on  the  part  of  the  Province.  The  ati^ 
pulation,  therefore,  has  not  failed,  in  point  of 
consideration,  from  the  misconduct  of  either 
party;  but  the  event,  in  which  alone  it  was  to 
have  any  effect,  never  has  occurred.  The  pay- 
ment was  conditional,  and  the  condition  has  ne- 
ver arisen,  upon  which  alone  the  oontraot  could 
act. 

But  there  is  another  answer  presented  by.  the 
very  terms  of  the  agreement  itself.  It  is,  that 
the  parties  expressly  agreed,  that  tlie  title  to  the 
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Province,  &c.  should  vest  absolutely  upon  the  1826. 
payment  of  the  first  10,000  pounds;  and,  of 
course,  the  other  provisions  were  to  rest  in  cove* 
nant  only  between  the  parties,  and  were  not  to 
be  construed  to  defeat  or  dc^vest  that  title.  The 
act  of  Parliament  treats  it  in  that  way,  and  vests 
the  title  in  Henry  Harford  in  fee,  conclusively. 

It  has  been  further  argued,  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  John  Browning,  the  husband,  as 
such,  to  convey  the  title  to  these  quit-rents  be* 
longing  to  his  wife,  so  a^arto  bar  her,  in  case  of 
survivorship,  from  the  right  of  recovery ;  and  that, 
she  being  a  lunatic,  no  act  done  by  her  commit- 
tee could  in  any  manner  touch  her  rights. 

It  is  to  be  recollected,  that  the  quit-rents,  as  Qwosre,  How 

f&r  conting6Dt 

claimed,  were  debts  then  actually  due  (if  at  all)  or  reversiona- 
to  Louisa  Browning.      They  were   not  future  the  "wife' may 
contingent  or  reversionary  interests  vested  in  the"basband  ?^ 
her.    How  far,  in  respect  to  such  interests,  the 
husband,  or  the  committee  of  a  lunatic,  is  by  law 
authorized  by  a  conveyance  or  assignment  to  dis- 
pose of  her  rights,  is  a  question  which  we  are  not 
called  upon  to  decide,  and  upon  which  we  give 
no  opinion.     The  case  here,  is  of  choses  in  ac- 
tion actually  due  to  the  wife.     There  can  be  no 
question,  that  he  was  entitled  to  receive  them  to 
his  own  use,  or  to  extinguish  them  by  a  release. 
What,  then,  is  there  to  prevent  him  from  dispo-  u teems  that 
sing  of  them  by  assignment,  at  least  in  equity  ?   J"  '"jf"^j! 
It  does  not  appear  to  us  that  it  has  ever  yet'^*"*^'.?^***?^* 

^  ^  actually     <lue 

been  decided,  that  a  bona  fide  assignment  for  bl^^^  payabia 
valuable  consideration,  made  by  a  husband  to  a  vests,  in  equi- 
third  person,  of  a  debt  actually  and  presently  tbe  wife. 
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1826.     due  to  bis  wife,  does  not  devest,  in  eqaity,  the 
title  of  the   wife.     So  far  as  authorities  have 
gone,  they  seera  to  proceed  upon  a  different  and 
opposite    doctrine.       The    cases    of  Lumb   v» 
Milnes,  (5   Ves.  Rep.  517.)  and  JUitford  v.  JUit- 
fordj   (9    Ve%.   Rep.  87.)    are    distinguishable. 
They  were  cases  of  a  general  assignment  under 
the  bankrupt  laws,  which  are  not  supposed  to  do 
more  than  place  the  assignees  in  the  same  situa- 
tion as  the  bankrupt  himself      The    case   of 
Hornby  v.  Lee^  (2  Mitdd.  Rep.  16.)  turned  upon 
another  distinction,  that  the  interest  was  not  a 
present, but  a  reversionary  interest.    But,  without 
deciding  any  general  principle,  we  think,  that 
under  the  particular  circumstances  of  this  oase^ 
where  the  consideration  has  actually  gone  bene* 
ficially  for  the  wife,  and  the  whole  transaction 
has  been  under  the  direction  of  a  Court  of  Chan- 
eery,  and  been  confirmed  by  Parliament,  the  as- 
signment was,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  valid 
to  assign   the  rents.      If,   in  ordinary  circum- 
stances, such  an  assignment,  would  pass  an  equi- 
table title  only,  we  think  the  act  of  Parliament 
makes  it,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  legal  title 
and    assignment.     Without   dwelling  upon  the 
known  principles  of  the  paramount  and  omnipo- 
tent authority  over  private  rights  and  authorities, 
which  is  often  attributed  to  Parliament,  it  may 
be  justly  said,  that  it  is  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature, upon  the  application,  and  with  the  consent 
of  all  the  parties  in  interest,  to  give  a-  legal  and 
conclusive  effect  to  their  own  agreements,  and  to 
pass  that  at  law,  which  the  parties,  in  the  most 
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Unreserved  manner,  intended  to  pass.  A  title  so 
passed,  and  so  confirmed,  by  authorities  perfectly 
competent  to  make  it,  ought,  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  be  recognised  as  valid  in  the  tribunals 
of  every  other  country. 

This  is  a  summary  exposition  of  the  views  of 
the  Court  upon  this  subject ;  and  it  at  once  dis- 
poses of  the  whole  matter  in  controversy^  The 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is,  therefore,  af- 
firmed,  with  costs."* 
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a  Mr.  Justice  Duvall,  being  a  landholder  in  Maryland,  did 
not  sit  in  this  cause.(l) 

(1)  The  editor  lias  supposed  that  it  woald  gratify  the  curiosity  of 
the  learned  reader,  to  be  presented  with  the  following  nofe  (with 
which  the  editor  has  been  favoured  by  his  friend  Mr.  Taney)  of 
an  argument  in  the  Cou^rt  of  King's  Bench,  in  1775,  upon  a  case 
sent  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  suit  brought  by  Sir  Ro- 
bert Cden  and  Others  against  Henry  Harford,  to  recover  possession 
of  the  Province  of  Maryland  and  its  revenues,  in  which  the  learn-^ 
ing  respecting  the  nature  of  the  dominion  and  proprietary  inte- 
rest of  Lord  Baltimore  in  the  Province,  was  very  elaborately  dis- 
cussed. 

«  Trinity  Term,  15  Geo.  III.  B.  B.  Tuesday,  27th  June,  177 J- 

^^  HARroRD  V.  Browning. 

^'  Mr.  Serjeant  Hi/ly  for  Mrs.  Browning  and  Mrs.  Eden. 

'^  He  first  stated  the  case,  and  when  he  had  finished  this,  Lord 
Mannfield  asked,  in  what  shape  the  cause  came  before  the  Court, 
and  for  whom  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  whs  to  ar^ue.  The  Serjeant  an- 
swered, that  the  case  came  from  Chancery  to  know  whether  the 
last  lord  had  a  right  to  devise ;  and  that,  if  he  could  not,  it  was  the 
same  to  Master  Harford  whether  the  property  went  to  Mrs.  Brown«« 
ing  and  Mrs.  Eden,  the  last  lord's  sisters,  as  co-heirs  of  the  first 
grantee  of  Maryland,  or  to  Mrs.  Browning  alone,  as  devisee  of  her 
father.  Lord  Mansfield  th^n  observed,  that  there  would  have 
been  no  question  if  the  estate  had  been  situate  in  England)  and 

Vol.  XI.  20 
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Cassell 
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that  the  ground  of  the  doubt  was  its  being  9,  seignory  and  pro- 
prietary government  in  America. 

*'  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  proceeded  in  his  argument  to  the  following 
effect: 

^^  The  general  question  is,  whether  the  Province,  and  proprie* 
torship,  and  port  duties  of  Maryland,  are  well  devised  by  thje 
will  of  the  last  Lord  Baltimore ;  and  to  show  that  they  cmM  DOt 

« 

pass,  I  shall  submit  two  general  points  : 

<'  1.  That  the  property  is  so  high  in  its  nature,  and,  in  other  re- 
spects, so  peculiar,  as  not  to  be  devisable. 

'^  2.  That  the  subsisting  entails  were  not  wdl  barred  by  the  lasit 
Lord  Baltimore,  cither  because  he  did  not  do  the  pr^er  and  oeces- 
•sary  acts  for  barring,  or  because  such  entails  were  not  capable  of 
being  barred  in  any  way. 

'M.  f  apprehend,  that  the  proprietorship  of  Maryland  is  not 
alienable  without  the  license  of  the  crown,  and  much  less  devisa- 
ble. 

**  The  design  of  the  Maryland  charter  was  to  erect  a  Province 
in  the  District  called  Maryland,  to  establish  a  form  of  goviemnient 
similar  to  our  own,  and  to  place  Cascil  Lord  Baltimore,  and  his 
heirs,  at  the  head  of  it.  The  highest  powers  are  conferred,  and, 
perhaps,  the  crown's  right  to  grant  some  of  them  may  be  doubts 
ful ;  buf  it  is  not  necessary  to  this  case  to  determine  which  could, 
and  which  could  not,  be  granted.  The  charter  gives  royal  juris- 
diction, and  a  royal  seignory.  Of  the  first  kind  are  the  powers  of 
enacting  laws  with  the  consent  of  the  Assembly,  of  erecting 
Courts,  of  appointing  magistrates,  of  punishing  criminals,  and  of 
levying  men,  and  all  the  powers  of  war  and  peace.  Of  the  second 
kind  18  the  power  of  making  subinfeudations.  The  charter  re- 
serves a  tenure  of  the  king  as  of  the  castle  of  Windsor ;  for  the 
law  would  otherwise  have  created  a  tenure  in  capiie.  The  king 
cannot  grant  without  reserving  a  tenure,  four  he  cannot  change  the 
principles  of  the  constitution,  one  of  which  b,  that  there  must  be 
a  tenure.  The  king  constituted  Lord  Baltimore  the  lord  and  pro- 
prietor of  the  whole  Province.  There  is  no  instance  before  of  the 
grant  of  a  proprietorship.  But,  though  there  was  not  before  any 
such  sovereignty  in  name,  yet,  in  specie,  there  was  such- a  proper- 
ty, and  the  Counties  Palatine  of  Chester  and  Durham,  resembled 
it.  From  the  high  nature  of  these  powers  and  jurisdictions,  I  ar- 
gue, that  the  Province  could  not  be  aliened  without  license  of  the 
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cnMrn^Dbr  eoold  it  ^  a  siif^ectof  the  ttBtuteef  wills.    At  the 
ti«M  of  thai  statute,  no  such  high  properly  eziated  ta  the  empire. 
The  £Ed  of  Henry  VIU.  ia  gmng  th«  fomer  of  deviling,  men- 
tioaa  nmnard^  iamk^  temmnmH^  md  hereditamenif.     It  begins 
frith  jaoMort,  and  tbow^h  hereditameni8y  which  is  the  last  word, 
would,. stofiy,  bwe  been  sufficient  to  have  extended  to  this  pro- 
peity,  yetycoapled  with  the  fbnaer  words,  it  is  not  so.     The  13 
£iis.  cap.  10*  8.  3.  begins  witli  enoaaerating  deans,  &c.  and  then 
adds,  oHothert  having  spiritaal  or  ecclesiastical  promotions;  but 
bishops  and  archbishops  being  higher  than  deaas^  are  ndt  included. 
Ssi,  the  statute  of  wills,  beginning  withmatfor^,  shall  not  extend  to 
a  higher  dominion,  such  as  proprietary  government.     Dependent 
kingdoms  are  not  devisable  without  the  consent  of  the  superior 
prince.     Dominion  is  not  the  subject  of  testamentary  disposition ; 
and  Ciaig  says,  that  all  feudists  agree  in  this.     Nor  are  things 
giTenfor  the  support  of  dominion,  sueh  as  xYiepcri  duties  here,  in 
their  nature  devisable.     With  us  the  king  cannot  devise  the  lands 
and  revenues  allotted  for  the  suppitrt  of  his  royal  dignity.     This, 
indeed,  has  not  been  the  subject  of  judicial  decision ;  and  in  the 
BmAcrs'  cosf^  Lord  Somera^  though  he  ret.erstfti  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  avoided  this  point ;  but  our  kings  never 
attempted  to  exercise  sooh  a  power.    See  5  Mod.  Rep.  46.  and 
Loid  Somers'  arguBDent  in  the  Banker^s  case.  Tbe  9  and  10  Wm. 
III.  cap.  23.  which  gave  a  xeveniie  lo  King  William  for  his  life, 
recites  to  be  for  his  househokl  and  family  ekpf^nses ;  and  now,  by 
the  Civil  Last  Act  of  Queen  Aon,  the  alienation  of  the  crown  re* 
venue  is- expressly  provided  agiaost*-    Btit,  even  befbre  the  Civil 
List  Act,  there  is  no  instance  of  a  devipe  of  the  royal  revenues. 
Id  the  present  ease,  it  ooultf  not  be  intended  that  the  port  duties 
should  be  alienable.     The  port  duties  were  created  for  the  benefi^t' 
of  thesubject, and  they,  and  the  proprietorship,  weie  intended  to 
go  together.     But,  I  insist  farther,  that  the  lands  themselves  are 
not  alienable.     Axiciently,  when  the  king  made  a  duke,  and  gave' 
possessions  to  him,  they  were  so  annexed  to  the  dignity  as  not  to 
be  traasferrahle  without  a  preceding  act  of  Parliament.      See 
GodA.  S97*     I«  Dyer  J  (oL  2.  a.  there  is  a  case  very  analogons  to 
the  present;  for  there  it  is  said,  that  if  the  king  creates  a  duke, 
and  gives  him  30  pounds  a  year  for  the  maintenance  of  his  dignity, 
he  cannot  give  it  to  another,  hecaase  it  is  not  incident  to  his  digni- 
ty.    Many  thhigs,  of  a  special  nature,  are  unalienable.     Digni- 


1826. 

Cassell 

V. 

Carroll. 


156 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


1826. 


ties  are  so^  because  they  are  personal,  and  in  the  blood/  Ofiieea 
of  trust  are  not  assignable,  unless  by  the  origrinal  tpfois  of  the 
grant,  or  by  prescription,  which  supposes  such  a  ^rant  Minitle* 
rial  offices  are,  indeed,  assignHble,  and  the  power  of  appointing  a 
deputy  is  incident  where  the  office  is  assienable,  but  not  vice  nersot 
See  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Ofice^  pi.  108.  The  office  of  forrester  is  of 
such  a  trust  that  it  cannot  be  granted  over  without  license.  4  Imi* 
SI 5.  The  RegUter  and  Pitzkerberty  there  cited,  warrant  Lord 
Coke  in  his  doctrine.  Earldoms  are  not  alienable.  The  case 
about  the  office  of  Great  Chamberlain  in  Sir  W.  JmeB^  96.  and 
ColUm*  Baronie^i  contain  much  learning  on  this  subject,  which 
applies  strongly  here.  Doddridge,  ii  ho  was  with  the  majority  of 
the  Judges,  states  every  thing  which  made  against  his  own  opi- 
nion. 

^^  Lord  Mansfield,  The  case  is  very  well  reported  both  in  Sir 
W.  Jones f  and  in  ColUns;  but  there  is  a  great  dtffiirence  between 
offices  and  territories. 


<*  Mr.  Serjeant  HiU'  The  Judges  who  held  the  office  alienable, 
only  held  it  partly  so,  that  is,  that  it  might  be  settled  so  as  to  keep 
it  in  the  male  line  i  because  males  were  more  6t  for  the  office  thaii 
women.  But,  they  agreed,  that,  though  the  office  was  granted  in 
fee,  it  could  not  be  disposed  of  from  the  blood  of  the  first  grantee. 
In  the  present  case,  it  b  observable^  that  the  charter  makes  a  dif- 
flerence  in  the  use  of  the  word  assigns.  That  word  is  used  in 
granting  the  land,  but  it  is  f emitted  where  the  charter  gives  the 
power  of  calling  assemblies,  and  enacting  laws,  of  appointing 
Judges,  and  of  pardoning  crimes.  Therefore,  these  powers,  at 
least,  were  not  intended  to  l>e  alienable. 

^'  2.  If  the  whole  of  the  property,  or  any  part,*is  disposable  by 
iNrill,  it  must  be  so  on  this  ground,  that  all  the  statutes  and  laws  of 
Xngland  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  of  Maryland,  at- 
tacbe(t  on  the  Province,  though  subsequent  statutes  will  not  extend 
to  it  without  express  words.  Then  I  have  a  right  to  assume,  that 
the  property  is  entailable ;  for  the  statute  De  Dunis  was  an  exist* 
ing  law  at  the  time  of  the  grant  and  aettlemeqt  of  the  Provmc*, 
as  well  as  the  statute  of  wills,  and  so  was  the  statute  of  usea. 
Now,  the  property  was  entailed|  and,  upon  the  supposition  that 
'the  entail  was  within  the  stalate  De  Dcsusy  I  aigue,  that  the  entad 
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was  not  well  barred  by  the  last  Lord  Baltimore,  and  that  tbU  giveft      1826. 
a  title  to  his  titter,  Mrs.  Browning,  all  the  entailt  being  now  spent 
for  want  of  ittue  male,  and  she  being  the  devisee  of  the  reversioner 
in  fee,  by  the  will  of  her  father. 

**  Lord  Baltimore's  mode  of  barring  was  by  lease  and  release,  a 
conveyance  the  weaiLest  of  all  in  its  o|jeration.  Before  MacheU 
^  Ctarhe^  it  was  understood,  that  such  a  conveyance^  by  tenant  in 
tail,  would  only  pass  an  estate  during  hi^  life^  and>  even  accord- 
ing t«)  that  case,  the  estate  it  passes  is  voidable  on  his  death  by 
entry  of  the  issue  in  tail.  See  Mticheil  v.  Ciarke,  3  Lord  Raym* 
Rep.  678.  2  Salk.  Rep  6 i9.  7  Mod.  R^p.  18.  and  Com.  iiep. 
119.  As  against  those  in  remainder,  it  still  passes  only  an  estate 
daring  the  life  of  the  tenant  in  tail.  But,  a  feoffment,  without 
warranty,  would  have  been  a  dbcontinuance,  and,  with  wairaniy, 
when  it  becomes  collateral,  it  would  have  liecome  a  bar  at  this 
day ;  for  the  statute  of  Ann  doth  not  take  away  the  effect  of  coUa* 
tend  warranty  when  it  is  by  a  tenant  in  tail  in  possession.  See 
4  and  5  Anny  c.  l6.  Therefore,  1  say,  that  this  was  one  mode  by 
which  Lord  Baltimore  might  have  barred  the  entail ;  because,  if 
he  bad  made  a  feoffment  with  warranty,  the  warranty  would  have 
been  collateral  to  Mrs.  Browning. 

^  But  there  was  another  mode  of  barring  which  might  have 
been  used.  The  Province  of  Maryland  is  a  fief  holden  of  the 
king  OS  of  the  castle  of  Windsor,  for  so  the  tenure  is  reserved. 
J$y  in  the  grant,  is  not  similitudinary,  but  is  the  same  as  ut  in 
pleading  that  one  was  seised  ut  defeado^  which,  say^  Lord  Coke, 
b  to  be  understood  positively  that  the  party  was  seised  in  fee.  Co. 
JLiH.  17*  &  The  tenure,  then,  being  as  of  the  castle  of  Windsor, 
the  Province  is  to  be  considered  in  the  same  wny  as  other  lands 
originally  hold^f^  of  the  castle,  and,  like  other  fiefs,  is  to  be  im- 
pleadable  within  the  manor.  A  castle,  or  honour,  is  only  a  4Upe- 
fior  kind  of  manor.  To  every  manor  a  Court  Baron  is  necessa- 
rily incident,  and,  thesefore,  it  is  so  to  every  castle.  The 
jurisdiction  of  a  Court  Baron  is  well  known.  Without  the 
king's  writ,  it  holds  plea  of  personal  actions  where  the  de- 
mand doth  not  amount  to  40  shillings.  With  the  king's 
writ  of  right,  it  may  hold  plea  of  land.  Writs  oV  right  are  of 
two  kindsy  jMtfen/  and  c/ose.  If  the  writ  is  brought  in  tlie  Lord's 
Coort^  it  is  directed  to  him,  and  \s  patent.  If  he  holds  no  Court, 
or  waives,  or  the  tenure  is  immediately  of  the  king,  it  is  brought  in 
the  King's  Court,  is  directed  to  the  Sheriff,  and  is  cfote.    Magna 
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1826.  CA«rfa|  c.  24.  provides  against  the  abase  of  tlie  writ  «f  right  io 
the  latter  case,  by  declaring,  that //rcEctjM  ta  cofnte  shall  not  issac 
vbere  the  land  is  not  halden  in  caj^it,  Biit  the  practkeJs  otherwise, 
and  the  writ  of  right  has  been  usually  bronght  in  the  Coounov 
Pleas  in  all  these  cases.  Another  writ  of  right  ckm*  \ifi%  for  lands 
in  anoient  demesne.  This  writ  is  well  known,  and  recoveriea 
are  suffered  upon  it  in  the  Courts  of  ancient  demesne.  See  Fifth. 
JSai.  Br.  and  Borah  on  Reai  Adioiu,  The  genera)  writ  of  righl 
liateni  lies  in  the  Cowl  oi  the  Manor,  io  aU  cases  where  the  t««ui« 
is  of  the  subject,  or  of  the  king,  as  of  an  honour ;  and  where  the  es^ 
tate  lies,  makes  no  drflerence.  4  hut  219*  and  Fitzh^  Ahr.  Jti« 
rtMfc'cteon)  pi.  61.  there  cited.  If  a  man  holds  lands  as  of  an  ho- 
iKHHT,  the  hatliff  may  execute  the  process  as  of  the  Court  of  the 
hoDoar,  wherever  the  lands  lie.  In  the  case  in  FUzh*  Abr,  it  was 
objected,  that  the  officers  of  the  county  palatine  of  Chester,  could 
not  execute  writs  in  a  foreign  county ;  but  it  was  adjudged  othei^ 
wise,  because  the  lands  were  within  a  manor  holdeo  of  the  prin* 
cipalit^rof  Chester. 

**  There  are  many  precedents  of  recoveries  on  writs  of  right 
patent.  One  ja  in  iV.  BeruU,  p.  -4.  pi.  4.  on  a  writ  of  right  pateai 
directed  to  the  bailiff  of  the  castle  of  Rising.  According  to  this 
aacieot  priaciple,  that  wherever  a  fief  lies  it  is  inpleadabie  io  the 
manor  of  which  it  is  holden,  the  Province  of  Maryland  might 
have  been  iin|4eaded  in  the  Court  of  the  castle  of  Windsor,  for  it 
is  clearly  holden  of  the  castle,  and  there  as  a  Court  Baron  neGC»> 
sarily  uicidefit.  True  it  is,  that  if  the  tenant  pleads  a  tbreigw  plea^ 
or  the  mise  is  joined  on  the  ssere  right  to  be  tried  by  the  Grand 
Assise,  the  caase  aiast  be  removed  into  the  Common  Pleas.  -Rat, 
I  insist,  that  a  writ  of  right  patent  mi^ht  have  been  brought  la  the 
Court  of  the  castle  of  Windsor,  and  that  a  coWMion  recovery 
might  have  been  suffered;  because,  then,  neither  foreign  plea>  nor 
joining  of  the  mise,  on  the  mere  right  by  the  grand  assise  ts  neces- 
sary. The  precedent  cited  from  V.  RendL  is  in  point,  and  con- 
fimnable  to  the  principles  I  am  arguing  upon.  Th<f  writ  of  right 
patent  was  for  a  manor  holden  of  Rising  Tastle,  and  was  directed 
to  the  bailiffs  of  the  castle.  It  appears  deariy,  that  there  was  a 
recovery  in  the  Court  of  t^astle  Rising.  Thrre  was  a  plaint  by 
the  demandant,  the  tenant  vouched  to  warranty,  and  the  vouchee 
making  defeolt,  judgment  was  given  for  demandant.  Afterwards, 
a^rit  of  false  judgment  was  brought  In  the  Common  Pleas  by  the 
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▼OQcfaee,  ftod  the  error  was,  that  the  writ  of  right  patent  shoold 
Imve  been  directed  to  the  suitors ;  bnt  the  Court  held,  that  tiie 
bailiflfs  were  the  proper  pf>rson&,  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 
See  Mud*  I.     Another  instance  of  a  like  pmceedin?  in  the  Couit 
Baron  of  the  Manor  of  Wolverhampton,  is  in  Robbins*  Bnt,  S2S. 
There,  false  judgment  was  brought  on  this  error,  that  the  landt 
were  not  mentioned  to  be  within  the  manor ;  bnt  the  judgment 
was  affirmed.    In  Ratteli  there  are  several  instances  of  writs  of 
false  judgment  on  judgments  in  writs  of  right  rioae  in  Courts  cf 
•ancient  demesne.     Rast,  Entr.22i,  b.     Also,  Boof A  states  the 
manner  of  proceeding  in  the  Court  Baron  on  a  writ  of  right  patent, 
wiiere  the  cause  is  not  removed.     Booth  on  Real  ActUmt^  89-    If| 
then,  a  recovery  raiE:ht  be  had  on  a  writ  of  right  in  the  Court  Ba- 
ron, when  the  proceeding  is  adverse,  much  more  might  a  common 
recovery  be  suffered.     Errors  in  common  recoveries  are  aided  by 
the  statotes  of  jeofails,  and  no  objection  is  fatal  to  them  but  such 
as  might  be  pleaded  to  the  jurisdiction .  of  the  (^ourt  where  they 
vt  suffered.     But  how  could  such  an  objection  hold  in  this  case  ? 
£very  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  must  state,  that  there  is  another 
Court  in  which  the  cause  may  be  tried,  and  which  that  Court  is. 
Therefore,  if  want  of  jurisdiction  is  objected  to  the  Court  Baron 
of  Windsor  Castin,  it  should  be  slated  where  else  the  Province  of 
MaryUmd  can  be  impleade«l ;  for  fines  have  been  levied  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  here,  of  shares  of  a  proprietorship  in 
America.    The  only  proprietorships  at  present  are  Pennsylvania 
and  Maryland;    but  Carolina  was  once  a    proprietorship,  and 
whilst  it  was  so,  fines  were  levied  here  of  shares  in  it.     The  first 
grant  of  Carolina  was  to  eight  persons,  and  the  word  oingns  was 
used  throughout.    S'Hre  facias  was  brought  to  repeal  the  letters 
patent ;  but  no  judgment  was  ever  given,  for  the  proprietors  were 
wdl  advised,  and  agreed  to  surrender,  and  an  act  was  made  to 
confirm  the  agreement.     See  2  Geo.  II.  c.  84.    Thimgh  the  pro- 
prietors were  seised  in  fee,  yet  this  act  recites,  that  from  the  nature 
of  the  estates  proposed  to  be  surrendered,  great  difficulties  might 
arise  as  to  the  mann<?r  of  conveying.     In  the  present  case,  like 
difficnlties  induced  the  advisiers  of  the  Inst  Lord  Baltimore  to  re- 
commend the  applying  to  Parliament ;  but  no  act  was  obtained. 

^  Lord  ManifieUL    He  was  stopped  by  the  difficulty  of  pro- 
ceeding. 
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<'  Mr.  Serjeant  HiB.  The  last  thing  I  have  to  submit  is,  that  ff 
no  recovery  could  be  suffered,  and  feoflinent  with  warranty  would 
not  have  been  sufficient,  then  the  entail  was  not  barrable  in  any 
way,  and  the  Province  of  Maryland  was  in  the  same  condition  ar 
land  here,  before  the  introduction  of  common  recoveries,  and  of 
barring  by  fine  under  the  statute  of  Hen.  VH.  Like  an  ezeco* 
tory  devise,  the  entail  is  not  barrable,  because  a  recovery  cannoC 
be  suffered.  See  the  case  of  Scattenoood  v.  EdgCj  12  Mod,  Rep. 
278.  The  words  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Ves.  Rep.  853.  are 
very  applicable.  In  speaking  of  the  limitations  in  the  act  of  Par^- 
liament,  which  made  the  Isle  of  Man  unalienable,  he  says,  that  if 
they  were  considered  on  the  foot  of  the  statute  De  Donis,  and 
they  were  estates  tail,  there  was  no  want  of  ■  restrictive  clause ; 
for,  before  Taltarum*8  rase,  which  established  the  doctrine  of  re* 
covertes,  and  the  4  of  Hen.  VII.  of  fines,  these,  by  the  statute  De 
Donitf  were  unalienable,  and  of  Man  there  could  be  neither  fine 
nor  recovery.  Here,  1  say,  that  the  property  is  not  entailable ; 
but,  if  it  is,  it  must  be  because  within  the  statute  De  Dome,  and. 
If  that  statute  operates  upon  Maryland,  and  no  recovery  could  be 
suffered,  there  was  a  perpetuity.  It  is  absurd  to  say,  that  there 
must  be  the  merns  ot  making  property  alienable  because  it  is 
within  that  statute ;  for  the  statute  was  made  to  restrain  alienation. 
A  recovery  might  have  been  sufficient  to  bar;  but  the  conveyance 
by  lease  and  release  is  too  mild  in  its  operation,  and  on  such  a  coih 
veyance  by  tenant  in  tail,  the  old  use  reverts  to  the  releasor. 

'^  The  capability  of  losing  in  an  action  is  a  very  different  thing 
from  the  power  of  alienation.  What  is  the  objection  to  a  perpe- 
tuity in  such  a  case  as  this  ?  Can  any  useful  end  be  attained  by 
making  a  sovereignty  alienable  ?  The  cases  of  copyholds  are  not 
authorities  in  point,  for  they  depend  on  custom.  Here  Mr.  Ser- 
jeant Hill  cited  many  authorities  to  confirm  and  illustrate  some  of 
the  doctnne  he  had  advanced  in  the  previous  part  of  his  argument. 
He  citpd  Co.  Utt.  108  a.  Dy,  44.  a.  and  Bro,  Ahr,  Teiufre, 
94.  to  show  the  difference  between  tenure  ut  de  coronuj  and  ut  de 
honorey  and  thai  it  was  in  the  king's  option  to  reserve  either } 
Co,  Utt.  17  a.  and  1  Ltv.  222.  to  prove  the  word  ui  e^firmoHoe, 
and  not  similitudin.iry ;  Co.  Utt,  5  a.  2  Inet  31.  and  the  Regie- 
ter^  to  prove  a  castle  contains  a  manor ;  and  4  Inet,  26.  Hah. 
170.  and  2  Bro.  Mr,  45.  to  prove  that  a  Court  Baron  is  incident 
to  a  manor,  and  that  they  are  inseparable.    For,  the  distinction 
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between  writs  of  ri^t  patent,  and  wriu  of  right  close,  and  the 
causH  of  removal,  and  that  where  the  former  lie,  they  may  be 
preferred  to  the  latter,  he  cited  FUzh.  Nai.  Br.  1.  to  9.  and  1 1.  to 
14.  Did.  Nat,  Br.  Piiz.  Abr.  tit.  Droit,  pi.  45.  Magna  Charta^ 
cap.  24.  and  Bro.  Abr. — To  show  that  it  was  immaterial  where 
the  land  happened  to  lie,  he  cited  Fitxh.  Abr.  tit.  Juriadictianj  pi. 
61.  and  4  Inst.  219.  He  then  observed,  that  the  king  might 
make  a  new  island  arising  oat  of  the  sea  part  of  a  county,  and  for 
this  he  cited  Co/7ts.  on  Sew.  451  and  asked  why  he  could  not  make 
a  province  part  of  an  honour.  He  also  cited  from  1  Str,  Rep. 
177'  the  case  of  the  King  against  the  City  of  Norwich^  (which 
was  the  case  of  an  information  against  the  latter  for  not  repairing 
some  bridges,)  to  show  that  the  king  may  enlarge,  contract,  or 
vary  the  bounds  of  a  county,  for  the  purpose  of  jurisdiction.  He 
next  mentioned,  a  second  time,  that  fines  had  been  levied  of  shares 
of  the  Carolina  proprietorship ;  and  added,  that  error  on  a  fine  of 
land  in  America  bad  been  brought  in  B.  R.,  and  that  it  might  be 
proper  to  search,  in  order  to  know  what  was  done. 


Cassell 

V. 

GarrolU 


^'  Lord  Mtuufield.  Fines,  and  recoveries  of  plantations  in  Ame- 
rica, with  a  viz.  to  bring  them  w^hin  a  parish  here,  were  frequent 
in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  till  provincial  laws  were  made  to 
provide  other  modes  of  barring.  Bot  I  do  not  know  of  any  in- 
stance of  such  fines  or  recoveries  in  the  case  of  a  seignory. 


**  Mr.  Serjeant  HiU.  In  I  Vtwtr.  Rep.  258.  Lord  Hale  says, 
that  the  writ  of  right  close  (for  lands  in  ancient  demesne)  is  not 
to  be  resembled  to  another  j^rcBCtpe,  and  that  being  directed  baUivU 
maneriiy  mention  of  the  manor,  without  naming  the  will  in  which 
the  lands  lie,  is  sufficient.'  So,  here,  mention  of  the  castle  of 
Windsor  in  the  writ  of  right  patent,  without  a  viz.  to  bring  Mary- 
land within  England,  would  have  been  sufficient.  Lord  C.  J. 
North,  in  2  Mod.  Rep.  49-  observes,  that  it  had  been  long  a  dispute 
whether  a  fine  of  lands  in  lieu  conus  was  good ;  that  in  King 
James's  time  it  was  settled  to  be  so,  and  that,  by  the  same  reason, 
a  recovery  shall  be  good  ;  for  they  are  both  amicable  suits  and 
common  assurances,  and  as  they  grow  more  in  practice  the  Judges 
have  extended  them  further.  He  adds,  that  a  common  recovery 
may  be  of  an  advowson,  and  that  no  reasons  are  to  be  drawn  froni 
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the  vLsney  ar  execution  of  the  writ  of  geisia,  because  it  ia  not  «a 
adverse  proceeding,  but  by  agreement.  This  is  material,  for  eom- 
fuon  recoveries  of  advc^si^sons  were  ancientljr  in  writs  of  right ; 
and  though  writs  of  entry  are  now  used,  they  ^re  improper  for  an 
advowson,  and  they  are  only  allowed  because  comoion  recoveries 
are  by  agreement. '  This  is  material,  for  common  recoveries  of  ad- 
vowsons  were  anciently  in  writs  of  right  ^  and  though  writs  of  en- 
try are  now  used,  they  are  improper  for  an  advowson,  and  they 
are  only  allowed  because  common  recoveries  are  by  agreement. 
The  observation  about  the  writ  of  seisin  answers  the  reason  in 
1  Ventr*  Rep,  59*  why  an  ejectment  of  lands  in  Jamaica  will  not 
lie  here,  and  shows  that  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  present  case. 
That  where  one  jurisdiction  is  pleaded  to,  another  must  be  shown^ 
I  cite  Barter  v.  Dormer j  1  Show.  Aep.  191  •$  and  that  a  seignory 
out  of  England  may  be  impleaded  in  the  Courts  here,  I  cite  4  Iml* 
213.  Bro.Abr.JurisdictionjlOl.  JUen,  7^-  Tno/,  58.  Ftldb. 
Abr*  Atewcj  282.  Vaughn  lUp,  405.  As  to  suing  for  ancient 
demesne  lands,  I  cite  1  SaOk.  Rqp*  56.  and  1  XMr4  Ratfrn, 
Rep.  43. 

«  Upon  the  whole,  the  prpperty  in  question  is  neither  alienable 
nor  devisable,  or,  at  least,  the  soigoory  is  not  so.  If  the  property 
i^  both  alienable  and  devi^ble,  toep,  |  insist,  that  it  is  entailable, 
and  that  the  entail  is  not  barred. 

^^  The  supposed  necessity  of  b^rri^g  by  lease  and  release,  doth 
not  exist;  for, 

^'  1.  There  might  have  been  a  feo0*ment  with  warranty,  and, 
2.  The  Province  being  holdeq  of  Wind^ior  Castle,  b  impleaded  in 
the  Court  Baron  there,  and  a  common  recovery  might  have  been 
suffered  there.  Besides  the  authorities  already  cited,  to  show  thai 
the  bmliffs  of  that  Court  were  officers  competent  to  hold  plea  of 
the  Province  in  a  writ  of  right  patent^  there  is  one  in  AtUm^t  Enir. 
375.  If  a  recovery  could  not  be  suffered  in  the  Court  of  the  Cas- 
tle of  Windsor,  it  might  have  been  suffered  on  a  prtecipe  p^od 
reddai  ia  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  and  the  property  not  be- 
ing in  England  was  no  objection  to  a  recovery,  either  in  the  Co9»- 
mon  Pleas,  or -the  Court  of  Windsor  Castle.  If  it  is  denied,  that 
a  recovery  could  be  suffered  in  either  of  these  Courts,  it  must  be 
^hown  what  Court  has  the  proper  jurisdiction,  or  the  objection 
c^jonot  be  taken.  If  a  recovery  could  not  be  suffered  any  where, 
then  I  insist,  that  the  entail  of  the  property  made  it  unalienable, 
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and  thAt  it  descended  t»  a  (sefpetuity ;  and  thaf  it  might  so  descend, 
I  eiie  the  authority  of  Lord  tiardwicke  in  ±  Tec.  Rep.  35^.  and 
oT  Jenkins  in  his  CeHturie^,  250.  and  257. 

*^  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  Concluded  with  citing  a  ease  about  the  writ 
of  right  patent  in  6  Co.  Utt.  11. 

^'  Mr.  KenyoHj  ht  Master  Harford.  The  principal  questions  in 
this  case,  arise  on  the  grant  by  the  crown  of  the  Province  of  Ma- 
ryland In  the  B  Charles  1.  and  the  settlements  tnade  of  it  in  17^0, 
and  1761.  The  grant  by  the  crown  being  by  letteift  patent  under 
the  great 'seal  of  England,  the  law  of  England  is,  therefore,  the 
rule  by  which  the  property  must  be  adjudged  upon.  It  has  been 
truly  observed  by  the  Court,  that  no  points  could  arise,  if  the  pro- 
perty was  in  England.  If  the  property  was  situate  here,  it  Would 
be  alienable,  devisable,  and  entalldblt*,  and  the  entail  might  be 
barred  by  common  recovery.  But  the  property  lies  in  Ainerica, 
and  thence  arise  the  difficulties. 

<<  The  questions  referred  to  lhl«  Court  concern  both  the  Pro- 
vince and  the  port  duties,  and  their  value  is  great.  But  the  great 
value  and  extent  ot  the  property  will  not  make  any  ditference  in 
deciding  upon  it,  though  its  situation  will.  The  Province  of  Ma- 
ryland wat  settled  by  Englishmen,  and  these  carried  the  law  of 
England  with  them.  In  2  P.  Wm.  75.  it  is  said  to  have  been 
adjudged  by  the  Privy  Council,  that  If  a  new  country  is  found  out 
and  settled  by  English  subjects,  they  carry  their  laws  with  them, 
though  subsequent  acts  of  PaHiament,  without  naming,  will  not 
bind  the  plantation*  The  like  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  Penn  v. 
Baltimon^  2  Fes.  Rep.  349.  t^hh  more  precision )  for,  there  it  is 
said,  that  an  English  colony  Carries  With  them  all  the  laws  ef  Eng- 
kod  in  bdng  at  the  time  of  planting  it,  which  are  adapted  to  the 
alttiation  \  but  that  no  statute,  made  afterwards,  binds  without 
naming  them.  Now,  both  the  statute  De  t>om8,  and  that  of  Willi, 
were  before  the  settlement  of  ^Maryland,  and  both  have  words  suf- 
fieent  to  comprehend  the  propHinorship,  the  ward  tenetnf'nt  being 
used  In  the  former,  and  hfreditament  In  the  latter.  Therefore, 
both  statutes  must  extend  to  the  property  in  question,  unless  It  can 
be  shown  that  there  is  something  incongruous  in  applying  them  t6 
Maryland.  Bnt  they  are  necessary  and  convenient  laws  for  Ma- 
ffland,  nor  is  the  hiw  of  descents  more  sd.  It  is  objected,  that 
Iheie  tftatotes  may  extend  to  lands  granted  to  the  Lord  Proprietor 
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in  the  way  of  subinfeadatioDy  but  that  they  ought  not  to  be  applied 
to  the  seignory  and  proprietorship.  But  no  reason  is  given  for  the 
distinction,  except  saying,  that  the  proprietorship  is  a  transcendent 
property,  and  hath  regalities  and  high  powers  annexed  to  it.  Is 
au  assignee  or  devisee  less  likely  to  be  fit  and  able  to  govern  it, 
than  the  descendants  of  the  first  grantee,  who  may  be  infants  ? 
Higher  property  than  this  hath  .been  the  subject  of  wills ;  for 
kingdoms  have  been  devised.  Constantine  devised  an  empire,  and 
so  did  Charlemagne ;  and  the  same  was  done  in  our  own  country 
by  Hen.  VIII.  under  an  act  of  Parliament.  It  is  said,  that  the 
property  is  not  alienable,  because  it  is  annexed  to  an  office  of  trust. 
But,  lands  to  which  offices  are  annexed,  may  pass  together  with 
the  office.  When  the  champion  of  England  passes  his  manor,  his 
office  passes  with  it.  The  Province  of  Maryland  may  be  resem- 
bled to  a  large  manor.  The  jurisdictions  of  some  manors  were 
anciently  as  extensive,  both  in  criminal  and  civil  matters,  as  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  lord  of  Maryland.  The  power  of  making  by- 
laws to  regulate  commons,  and  other  subjects,  relative  to  the  te- 
nants, is  incident  to  many  manors. 

<^  But  the  question  doth  not  depend  merely  on  ailments  of 
analogy.  The  proprietorship  is  granted  in  free  and  common  soc- 
cage,  and  it  was  intended  to  be  alienable.  The  word  a$9ign$  is 
used  in  the  letters  patent,  and,  in  some  places,  is  applied  to  the 
seignory  itself.  The  first  grantee  would  not  have  accepted  the 
grant  on  cither  terms.  We  should  consider,  not  the  present  value 
of  the  property,  but  its  value  when  the  grant  was  made ;  and  then 
Maryland  was  a  desert,  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed,  that  the  first 
grantee  would  have  been  at  the  expense  of  settling  it,  if  it  had  not 
been  made  alienable.  Besides,  the  usage  since  the  grant,  is  an  ar- 
gument in  favour  of  its  being  alienable.  Both  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania  have  been  constantly  subjects  of  entaib  and  settle* 
ments,  and  this  practice  ought  to  weigh  something.  Another 
strong  argument  arises  from  the  preamble  of  the  statute  2  Geo.  U. 
c.  34.  about  the  shares  of  the  Carolina  proprietorship.  In  deriving 
titles  to  the  several  shares,  wills  are  mentioned.  This  shows  that 
it  was  deemed  to  be  within  the  statute  of  wills. .  The  preamble 
also  recites  a  cause  in  Chancery  about  an  agreement  to  sell  the 
share  of  one  Dawson,  and  a  decree  by  the  Lords  for  a  specific 
performance,  on  an  appeal.  The  preamble  further  recites  various 
grants  to  show  title  in  those  with  whom  the  crown  was  contracting 
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for  the  snrreoder  of  their  shares.  All  this  shows,  that  Parliament 
thought  a  proprietorship  in  America  alienable'  like  other  pro* 
perty. 

*^  Lord  Manffield,  In  Dawson's  case,  the  question  between  the 
parties  was  not  about  the  power  of  alienating. 

<<  Mr.  Kenton.  The  statute  of  7  and  8  Wro.  III.  c.  22.  s.  16.  is 

also  of  consequence,  for  it  restrains  all  persons,  and  their  assigns, 
claiming  any  right  or  propriety j  in  any  islands  or  tracts  of  land  on 
the  continent  of  America,  by  charter,  or  letters  patent,  from  sell- 
ing to  any  but  natural  born  subjects.  This  act  supposes  a  propri- 
etorship to  be  alienable. 

^*  Lord  Mansfield.  The  clause  in  the  act.  of  William  is  odd. 
Without  such  a  restriction,  aliens  were  incapable  of  purchasing. 

<<  Mr.  Kenyan,  In  Penn  t.  Lord  Baltimore^  the  question  ef 
alienation  actually  occurred  \  and  though  it  was  not  necessary  to 
decide  upon  it,  yet  Lord  Hardwicke  seems  indirectly  to  have  given 
«n  opinion,  that  the  proprietorship  of  Maryland  was  alienable. 
See  1  Ve$.  Rep.  448. 

^^  Lord  ManefiekL  The  question  before  Lord  Hardwicke  was  on 
the  effect  of  an  agreement  between  the  Peno  and  Baltimore  fami- 
lies, about  the  limits  of  Maryland  and  Pennsylvania,  it  being  con- 
tended that  Lord  Baltimore  had  not  power  to  dismember  his  Pro- 
vince, though  he  might  make  subinfeudations ;  but  the  question 
was  determined  without  deciding  any  thing  on  the  power  of  alien- 
ating the  whole  Province. 

<<  Mr.  Kenyan.  I  cite  the  case  for  the  sake  of  Lord  Hardwicke's 
iSdmi,  and  not  as  an  adjudication.  Thus,  I  am  in  possession  of 
ihh  i»pinion  of  the  Legislature,  and  of  the  House  of  Lords,  and  of 
Lord  Hardwicke,  as  authorities  to  show,  that  the  property  is  as 
alienable  as  other  property.  It  remains  to  show,  that  the  entail 
was  well  barred  by  Lord  Baltimore,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  dispose 
by  will;  and  this  Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  makes  the  great  point.  The 
question  is  as  to  the  whole  Province  and  seignory,  and  not  as  to 
any  particular  parts  or  subinfeudations.     If  it  had  arisen  on  the 


165 


1826. 


166  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


CaaeO 


182&  latter,  the  foniis  rpqaiivd  by  the  proTisciftl  Uws  might  htte  beeik 
cfNnpiit^  with.  Bm  no  C«un  within  ibr  Province  can  hold  pleft 
of  the  leignory  itself.     See  Faugh.  Rep,  404.     If  no  Court  can 

OarrolL  ^  found  in  Maryland  for  a  common  recovery,  some  other  Court 
must  be  foend,  or  there  must  be  some  mode  of  barring  the  entail 
without  a  recovery.  When  this  c^use  was  before  the  Chancellor, 
Mr.  Serjeant  Hill  said,  that  a  recovery  might  have  been  sufiered 
before  the  king  in  council ;  but  that  ground  is  now  de8»  rted. 

^'  Lord  Mansfield,  If  any  thing  had  been  d«>ne  for  barring  there, 
ft  eould  only  have  been  a  proceeiling  having  analogy  to  common 
recovery,  the  council  being  the  proper  place  for  adverse  proceed- 
ings about  the  title  to  Maryland.  The  jurisdiction  over  all  the 
seignories  of  the  Provinces  in  America,  has  resided  in  the  Privy 
Council  from  the  time  of  Elizabeth. 

^^  Mr.  Kenyan,  Two  places  for  suffering  a  recovery  have  been 
mentioned ;  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  the  Court  of  the 
Castle  of  Windsor.  As  to  the  former,  it  is  said,  that  finei  have 
been  levied  of  lands  in  America,  with  a  viz.  to  bring  them  withia 
England.  But  the  plea  for  land  is  local,  and  it  is  impossible  by  a 
viz.  to  transfer  the  place  to  England  ;  and  two  or  three  precedents 
are  not  suffirient  for  this  purpose.  As  to  the  Court  ef  the  Castle 
of  Windsor,  I  admit,  that  one  manor  holden  of  another  may  be 
pleaded  for  in  the  principal  manor ;  but  I  do  not  know  of  any  in- 
stances in  which  there  can  be  such  a  plea,  except  the  cases  of 
copyhold,  and  of  lands  in  ancient  demesne.  Besides,  how  t$ 
seisin  to  be  given  of  Maryland  by  a  Court  Baron  in  England?  h 
is  said,  that  a  recovery  may  be  on  a  writ  of  right  in  the  Court  Ba^ 
ron  of  Windsor  Castle ;  but,  if  such  a  Court  exists,  (which  I  do 
not  admit,)  it  is  allowed,  that  joining  the  mise  carries  the  cause  to 
the  Common  Pleas,  and  the  moment  the  suit  comes  there  it  fails, 
for  that  Court  cannot  give  seising  and  this  deftcieticy,  accordftig' 4o 
the  case  of  the  Isle  of  Man,  in  2  Fet.  Rep,  353.  would  make  the 
recovery  ineffectual.  It  is  said,  thnt  Maryland  might  have  been 
annexed  to  »  county  in  England  $  but  the  answer  is,  that  it  is  not 
so  annexed.  Further  ;  h  doth  not  appear  thnt  a  Court  Baron  Is 
incident  to  the  castle  of  Windsor.  Such  a  Court  may  belong  to 
the  honour  of  Windsor ;  but  Maryland  is  holden  of  the  castle,  atfcd 
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the  castle  aod  honour  are  distinct.  A  castle  may  be  part  .of  an 
iionoiir  or  maoor.  PitsA.  N,  B.  6  D.  I  am  told,  that  the  only 
Court  belonging  to  the  castle  is  for  personal  actions. 

'<  If  the  entail  was  not  barrable  by  common  recovery,  it  is  to  be 
considered  whether  an  alienrition  by  some  other  common  assu- 
rance is  not  sufficient.  The  mode  by  lease  and  release,  is  found 
ituilt  with ;  but  this  caaveyance  is  founded  on  the  statute  of  usesi 
and,  since  that  statute,  it  passes  the  fee  as  well  as  any  other.  As 
te  feoffment  with  warranty,  in  general,  it  would  have  failed ;  and 
I  am  not  sure  that  it  would  have  had  the  proper  effect  in  the  case 
which  hath  happened,  because,  here,  the  warranty  would  have  de- 
scended both  on  Mrs.  Browning  and  Mrs.  Eden,  as  heirs  of  their 
brother ;  and,  on  the  supposition  that  the  property  is  entailable,  to 
prevent  perpetuities,  the  entail  must  be  barrable  in  aome  way>  In 
general,  the  power  of  barring  by  common  recoveries,  is  incident 
to  entaib ;  and  if  that  loode  had  not  been  adopted,  the  other  modes 
woold  have  been  found  nut.  Where  common  recoveries  cannot 
boauffnred,  alienation  is  sufficient ;  and  whether  it  be  by  feoffment, 
or  lease  and  release,  the  effect  out^ht  to  he  the*same.  in  the  case 
of  copyholds,  where  there  is  a  custom  for  entailing,  and  no  custom 
for  a  common  recovery,  a  surrender  is  equivalent  to  a  recovery. 
This  point  was  adjuc^ed  by  three  Judges  aeainst  one,  in  Carr  v. 
Singer f  2  Fe#.  Rep.  603.  and  the  doctrine  was  approved  of  by 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  a  subsequent  case.  See  Moor  v.  Moor^  2  Ves. 
Rep.  €0U  which  case,  th'tugh  given  by  tlie  reporters  before  Carr 
and  Singer^Sy  is  subsequent  in  point  of  time.  These  authorities 
alone  are  sufficient;  but  the  same  principles  in  favour  of  aliena- 
tion are  to  be  met  with  in  ancient  books.  In  WilUon  v.  Berkley y 
PhwL  Rep.  244.  Judge  Weston  argues  on  the  principle,  that 
every  estate  tail  is  barrable ;  and,  in  Mary  Portingto»^$  catey 
10  Co.  LUt^  40  a.  Lord  Coke  mentions,  that  Lord  Dyer,  in  a  case 
before  the  Lords  in  Parliament,  reproved  one  of  the  counsel  for 
finding  fault  with  common  recoveries.  But,  besides  the  cases  of 
copyholds,  I  have  another  authority,  to  show,  that  complying  with 
the  law  of  England  as  nearly  as  circumstances  will  allow  of,  is 
sufficient.  I  have  in  my  hand  the  report  of  a  committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  in  the  case  of  Governor  Wentworth,  who  was  com- 
plained of  on  various  charges.  One  of  these  was,  that  he  had  set 
aaido  grants  of  land,  in  the  American  Province  of  which  he  was 
Governor,  without  office,  according  to  the  forms  of  the  law  of 
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England ;  and  the  Lords  of  the  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council^ 
one  of  whom  was  Sir  Cardly  Wilmot,  say,  in  their  report,  that  in 
some  of  the  American  Provinces  they  have  not  Courts  so  corres- 
pondent to  those  in  fc^ngland  as  to  admit  of  the  same  forms,  and 
that,  in  such  cases,  if  a  mode  of  doing  the  same  thing  cy  pres  is 
adopted,  it  ought  to  be  good  ex  ntceuUate,  See  p.  10.  of  the 
Report  This  doctrine  is  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The 
property  is  Entailable,  but  a  common  recovery  cannot  be  suffered 
for  want  of  a  proper  Court,  and,  therefore,  ex  necesntatef  aliensK 
tion  being  the  only  mode  of  barring  the  case  wtii  admit  of,  ought 
to  be  adjudged  sufficient. 

^^  But,  if  the  property  is  not  within  the  statute  De  DonUj  and 
yet  should  be  within  the  statute  of  wills,  it  may  be  material  to  con- 
sider what  consequences  will  follow.  Then,  under  the  settlement 
of  173s,  the  last  Lord  Baltimore  had  a  fee  simple  conditional, 
and  if  a  possibility  of  reverter  is  not  grantable,  as  Lord  Hard* 
wicke  holds  in  Stafford  v.  Buckley^  2  Fes.  Rep,  1 80.  then  the 
possibility  of  reverter,  in  this  case,  did  not  pass  to  Mrs.  Browning 
by  the  will  of  the  father  of  the  last  Lord  B.  but  descended  on  him, 
and,  for  want  of  an  intervening  estate,  the  former  roeiged  in  the 
latter.  During  the  life  of  the  father  of  Lord  Frederick,  they 
were  distinct ;  but,  after  the  father's  death,  they  met  in  the  son, 
and  this  union  gave  him  the  whole  fee. 

^^  Lord  MofufiekL  A  possibility  of  reverter  is  certainly  not 
grantable. 

^^  Mr.  Kenyan,  As  to  the  Isle  of  Man,  there  is  an  annotation  by 
Lord  Hale  in  the  new  edition  of  Coke  upon  Littleton^  now  pub- 
lishing, which  explains  the  reason  why  the  statutes  De  Donit^  of 
uses,  and  of  wills,  do  not  to  extend  to  Man,  in  a  way  not  applica- 
ble to  Mar}' land.  Man  was  a  dominion  belonging  to  the  King  of 
England  before  those  statutes;  and  Lord  Hale  says,  it  was  ruled, 
that  those  statutes  do  not  extend  there,  because  Man  was  not  par- 
cel of  the  realm  of  England,  and  is  not  specially  named.  But  the 
grant  and  settlement  of  Maryland  are  subsequent  to  those  statutes* 
See  20  b.  of  the  new  edition  of  Co.  Ltft.(l) 

^^  Lord  Mansfield,  It  will  be  very  proper  to  consider  the  case  of 
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the  Isle  of  Man  in  4  Inst,  and  2  Anderson.  Both  Maryland  and 
Man  are  dominions  held  of  the  crown  of  England ;  and  the  grant 
of  Man  to  the  Derby  family  was  prior  to  the  statute  De  DonU^ 
and  yet  the  Judges  held,  that  it  did  not  extend  to  it,  any  more  than 
the  statutes  of  uses  and  wills,  which  were  subsequent*  The  case 
of  the  Duke  of  Athol  and  the  Bishop  of  Man,  should  also  be 
considered.  Lord  Hardwicke  took  great  pains  in  giving  his  opi- 
nion in  that  case.  He  gave  me  a  corrected  note  of  his  opinion, 
and  another  to  the  Duke  of  Athol. 
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^'Mr.  Serjeant  HiUy  in  reply.  It  is  agreed,  that  if  the  property 
was  in  England,  the  Cfuie  would  be  clear  against  the  devisee  of 
Lord  Baltimore  for  want  of  a  recovery ;  and  it  has  not  been 
shown  that  a  recovery  was  impossible.  The  distinction  between 
the  land  and  port  duties  has  not  been  answered.  They  were  se- 
parated by  King  William.  He  seized  the  former,  but  did  not 
touch  the  latter.  The  distinction  between  sovereignty  and  mere 
land  is  solid.  The  case  from  2  P.  f^ms.  7^*  was  cited  to  prove, 
that  subjects  of  the  King  of  England  carry  over  our  laws  with 
them  into  a  new  settlement ;  which  I  do  not  controvert.  A  ma- 
nor is  not  to  be  compared  with  the  seignory  of  Maryland.  The 
principal  powers  given  to  the  proprietor  of  Maryland  do  not  be- 
long to  the  lord  of  a  manor. 

'<  The  word  ouignM  is  necessary  to  make  offices  of  trust  trans- 
ierrable  \  and  the  reason  for  omitting  it  in^some  parts  of  the  Ma- 
ryland charter,  was  to  make  some  parts  of  the  property  unaliena- 
ble. It  is  omitted  in  the  grant  of  the  seignory.  It  is  said  that 
kingdoms  are  devisable;  but  there'is  no7mstance  of  the  devise  of 
a  dependent  kingdom.  I  say  this  on  the  authority  of  Craig, 
Henry  the  VIII.,  and  Elizabeth,  had  acts  of  Parliament. 

''  Lord  Mantfield.  By  the  feudal  law,  land  was  not  devisable ; 
much  less  a  kingdom ;  though  William  the  Conqueror  claimed 
England  onder  a  will. 

<'  Mr.  Serjeant  Hili.  It  is  said,  that  recoveries  on  writs  of  right 
in  manor  Courts,  have  only  been  in  the  case  of  copyholds,  and  of 
lands  in  ancient  demesne.  But,  in  the  cases  I  cited  from  Benloe  and 
AoiifMOtt,  of  recoveries  in  the  Courts  Baron  of  Rising  and  Wol- 
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verbamptoD,theTeooverie8  were  of  fj^eehold  land,  aodtlie  words 
sefundum  eotuueiudinem  numeriif  which  are  used  where  |he  reco- 
very is  of  copyhold,  or  aocient  demesne,  are  not.mentioqed.  The 
argument  from  the  entails  of  copyholds,  which  are  har,fabie  hy 
surrenders,  supposes,  that  there  is  •  no  oustom  to  warfant  another 
mode;  but  the  argument  of  necessity  fails  here,  for,  there<ts  ano- 
ther mode.  I  give  the  same  answer  to  the  cy  pret,  doctrine  in  the 
report  to  the  Privy  Council  in  Governor  Wentworth's  case. 


^^  Lord  Mansfield.    The  questions  in  this  case  are  new,  and  of 
great  difficulty.    I  have  often  considered  them.    I  do  not  -kqpw 
of  any  litigated  case  before  the  present,  in  which  the  question  has 
been,  whether  a  seignory  like  that  of  Maryland  can  be  aliened  or 
devised.     Both  the  Baltimore  and  Penn  families  have  made  their 
proprietorships  the  subjects  of  settlements  and  entails.     As  to  the 
statute  of  William  and  Mary,  it  is  strange  that  it  should  restrain 
from  selling  lands  or  proprieties  to  aliens ;  because,  before  that 
statute,  they  were  incapable  of  purchasing.     But,  still,  4he  words 
of  the  statute,  which  mention  any  right  or  propriety  in  any  isUnd 
or  tract  of  land  in  America,  by  charter,  or  letters  patent,  furnish 
some  argument.     In  the  case  of  Penn  and  Baltimore,  the  question 
of  alienation  could  not  arise.     There  the  suit  was  about  an  agree- 
ment as  to  the  bounds  of  two  Provinces ;  and  it  is  certain,  that  a 
Province  cannot  be  dismembered  by  aliening  one  part  so  as  to  be 
holden  of  another  Province.     Something  might  be  incidentally 
said  as  to  the  point  of  alienation,  but  there  could  be  no  solemn  ad- 
judication, for  the  case  did  not  require  it.     The  jurisdictions  and 
powers  granted  by  the  Maryland  charter,  are  larger  than  those  in 
any  other.     Doubts  may  arise  as  to  the  principality,  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  property.  Taking  in  execution,  and  other  consequences 
of  its  being  subject  to  alienation,  may  furnish  strong  reasons  of 
policy  against  the  power  of  alienating.     The  law  being  settled  as 
to  the  principality,  a  secondary  question  will  be,  whether  the  lands 
or  port  duties  can  be  severed  from  it.     The  rule  of  applying  to 
America  all  the  laws  of  England,  in  force  at  the  time  of  settling  a 
colony,  is  subject  to  many  qualifications.    The  statute  of  charita- 
ble uses  doth  not  extend  to  Antigua.     There  may  be  a  difference, 
too,  between  the  seignory  and  proprietorship  of  Mar^land^  and 
other  estates  here.     The  seignory  and  proprietorship  passed  un- 
der the  great  seal,  and  that  carries  the  law  of  England.    Another 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 


171 


tbhig  «phe  neir,  is  tfw  question  as  to  barring  the  entail.    The  his-      ]  826. 
toify  of  barring  entails  in  the  Provinces  is  material.     If  there  had  ^^^^v^^^h^ 
not  been  provincial  laws  to  regulate  the  barring  of  entails,  it  might  ^*  S.  Bank 
have  been  proper  to  have  supported  the  mode  of  barring  by  fines      gmi'th. 
and  recoveries  in  England.     The  necessity  of  the  case  might, 
perhaps,  have  justified  it.     But  the  provincial  laws  do  not  apply 
to  the  seignory  and  proprietorship  of  Maryland.    The  question  as 
to  them  is  entirely  new,  and  of  great  difficulty.    The  pains  taken 
to  shoV|  that  a  rec<>very  might  have  been  suffered  in  the  Court  of 
the  Castle  of  Windsor,  proves  the  force  of  the  arguaaent  of  neces- 
sity m  to  b«rring  by  alienatioD.    The  case  of  descendible  free- 
holds, the  entails  of  which  are  barred  in  that  way,  may  have  influ- 
ence on  the  present  case, 

<^  The  case  waa  ordered  to  stand  for  argument  a  second  time 
next  Michaelmas  term ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  said,  that,  probably, 
several  arguments  would  be  necessary." 


[PaoHissoET  Note.    Flbadiiios.] 
TfiE  PftSSIIXEMT,  DiRBOTORS,   AND   CoMPAKr,  OF 

THB  Bank  or  the  Unitbd  States  against 
Bmitu. 


iiwhiri 

[14a  134 

llwhI71 
74f  460 

ilwhirii 
91f  60 


On  adeoiM'mr  to  evidence,  die  judgment  of  the  Court  stands  in  the 
place  of  the  verdict  of  the  jury ;  and  the  defendant  may  take  ad- 
vantage of  any  defects  in  the  declaration,  by  motion  in  arrest  of 
Jiiigmem,  or  by  writ  of  error. 

MtnewUf  that,  as  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  or  against 
the  acefpUnr  of  a  bill  of  eicbange,  payable  at  a  particular  place, 
no  averment  in  the  declaration,  or  proof  at  the  trial,  of  a  demand 
of  j)ayment  at  the  place  designated,  is  necessary. 

But,  as  against  the  tndorser  of  a  bill  or  note,  such  an  averment  and 
proof,  is,  in  general,  necessary. 

Where  the  bill  or  note  is  made  payable  at  a  particular  bank,  and  the 
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1 826.  ^^'^^  '^'®^^  ^'  ^^^  holder,  such  avermeDt  and  proof  maj  be  ditpenaad 

i_^-  ^fc^i      with  ;  aud  all  that  is  necessary  is,  for  the  bank  to  examine  the  ac- 
U  S.  Hdnk      count  of  the  maker  with  them,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  he  has 
^  any  funds  in  their  hands. 

'  On  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  the  Court  is  substituted  in  the  place  of 

the  jury  as  judges  of  the  facts,  and  every  thing  which  the  jury  might 
reasonably  infer  from  the  evidence,  is  to  be  considered  as  ad- 
mitted 
The  practice  of  demurring  to  evidence  is  to  be  discouraged,  Md 
Courts  will  be  extremely  liberal  in  their  inferences  where  the  party 
takes  the  question  of  fact  from  the  appropriate  tribunal. 
Proof  necessary  to  support  an  action  against  the  endorser  of  a  bill  or 
note. 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District 
of  Columbia. 


Feb.  7ih.  This  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Lear,  for  the 
plaintiffs/ and  by  Mr.  Taylor,  for  the  defend- 
ants.* 

Feb.  iM.  Mr.  Justice  Thompson  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Court  on  a  writ 
of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  questions  presented  for  con- 
sideration grow  out  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence, and  out  of  exceptions  taken  to  the  de- 
claration. 

The  action  is  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  endorsees, 

a  He  cited  2  H.  El.  509.  3  Mmm.  Rep.  403.  3  Man.  Rep. 
524.  12  MasM.  Rep.  403.  8  Mois.  RepT  480.  1  fFheat.  Rep. 
373.  Dougl.  Rep.  132.  218.  1  Jokm.  Rep.  241.  5  Johu. 
Rep.  1 .    2  fFask.  Rep.  253. 

b  He  cited  2  Brod.  ^  Bingh.  l65.  17  Johm.  Rep.  248.  CMtfy 
on  BilUj  321. 
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against  the  defendant,  aa  endorser  of  a  promis^     1826. 
sory  note  drawn  by  William  Young.     The  note  {^^^^JJJj[ 
is  made  payable  at  the  office  of  discount  and  de-        ▼- 
posit  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States,  in  the  city       "" 
of  Washington.     And  the  questions  which  have 
been  raised  and  argued^  relate,  in  the  first  place,  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  averment  in  the  declaration 
of  a  demand  of  payment  of  the  drawer  of  the 
note ;  and,  secondly,  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  sustain  the  plaintiffs'  right  of  reco- 
very.    It  is  alleged,  however,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  that  this  Court  cannot  look  beyond  the 
demurrer,  to  the  evidence,  and  inquire  into  de- 
fects in  the  declaration.     This  position  cannot    ' 
be  sustained.    The  doctrine  of  the  Kind's  Bench,  '^^^  '"if*  ^•c 

upoo  a  deinor* 

in  England,  in  the  case  of  Cart  v.  Birkbeck,rtT    to    evi- 
(DaugL  i2ep.2#8.)  that,  upon  a  demurrer  to  evi- t/^cannot'ol^ 
dence,  the  party  cannot  take  advantage  of  any  pleadings,  aot 
objections  of  the  pleadings,  does  not  apply r/>  By  Here!^'^^'^ 
a  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  the  Court  in  which 
the  cause  is  tried  is  substituted  in  the  place  of 
the  jury.     And  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  maintain  the  issue.    And 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  such  evidence, 
will  stand  in  the  place  of  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 
And,  after  that,  the  defendant  may  take  advan- 
tage of  defects  in  the  declaration,  by  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  by  writ  of  error.  /  But, 
the  present  case  being  brought  here  on  writ  of 
error,  the  whole  record  is  under  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Court ;  and  the  defendant,  having  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  in  his  favour,  may 
avail   himself  of  all  defects  in  the  declaration, 
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1836.    dwt  are  not  deemed  to  be  cured  by  the  veiv 

U.  8.  Bank  i  .        .  t        t      i  •  •        i  . 

t.  Tbe   objecUoQ   to  the  declaration  is,  that  it 

does  not  contain  an  averment,  that  a  demand  of 

payto^nt  of  the  maker  of  the  note,  was  made  at 

the  place  where  it  was  made  payable. 

RuieofpieaH      It  is  a  general  rule  in  pleading,  that  where  any 

ing  as  to  necea-  ^         .  ,  i  i  •    i     • 

tary      aver>  fact  IS  ueccssary  to  be^  proved  on  the  trial,  in  or* 
der  to  sustain  the  plaintifl^'  right  of  recovery,  the 
declaration  must  contain  an  averment  substan* 
tially  of  such  fact,  in  order  to  let  in  the  proof. 
But  the  declaration  need  not  contain  any  aver- 
ment which  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove.     For 
the  .  purpose,  therefore,  of  determining  whether 
the  declaration  in  this  case  is  substantially  defec* 
tive,  for  want  of  an  express  averment  that  de- 
mand of  payment  of  the  maker  was  made  at  the 
office  of  discount  and  deposit  of  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  it 
is  proper  to  inquire  whether  proof  of  that  lact 
was  indispensably  necessary  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiffs to  recover. 
How  far  an     Whether,  where  the  suit  is  against  the  maker 
proor^of '  de-  of  a  promissory  note,  or  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
roenf  a^t  ^the  oxchauge,  payable  at  a  particular  place,  it  is  ne^ 
fmted,  ^r't'.^BBneiry  to  aver  a  demand  of  payment  at  such 
S^   j^f^**^  place,  and,  upon  the  trial,  to  prove  such  demand, 
T^Uroum^^  ^  question    upon   which   cq'nflicting  opinions 
iBneceuary.    bavo  bceu  entertained  in  the  Courts  in  Westmin- 
ster JIall.     But,  that  question  may,  perhaps,  be 
considered  at  rest  in  England,  by  the  decision 
in  the  late  case  of  Rou>e  v.  Young,  (2  Brod.  Sf 
Bingh.  165.)  in  the  House  of  Lords.     It  was 
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thi^e  h0ldrtbait.if  a  bill  of  exchange  be  aceepted  1826. 
payable  at  a  particular  place,  .the  declaration  in  u^'^'^nk 
an  action  on  aupfa  bill  against  the  acceptor^  must 
aver  presentment  at  that,  place,  and  the  aire'rmeni 
muiit  be  proved.  A  contrary  opinion  has  been 
entertained  by  Courts  10  this  country,  that  a  de<* 
mand  on  the  maker  of  a  note^  or  the  acceptor  of 
a  bill  payable  at  a  specific  place,  need  not  be 
aterredin  the  declar/Atiton,  or  proved  on  the  tl'ial* 
TJbatit  is.  not  a  cofiditiou  precedent  to  the  plain* 
tiffs'  right  pf  recovery.  As  matter  of  practice* 
application  will  generally  be  made  at  the  place 
appointed,  if  it  is  believed  that  funda  have  been 
there  placed  to  meet  the  note  or  bill.  But,  if 
the  maker  or  acceptor  ha»  su;stained  any  load  by 
the  omission. of  the  holder  to  make  such  apf  lica*- 
tion  for  payment  at  the  place  appointed,  it  is  mat- 
ter of  defence  to  be  set  .up  by  plea^  and  proof. 
(4  Johm.  Rep:  J 83.     17  Jokns.  Rep.  248.) 

This  question,  however,  doels  not  /necessarily 
^rise  in  the  case  npw  before  the  Court,  and  we 
do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  expressing  any 
decided'  opinion  upon  it,  although  we  are  strong- 
ly inclined  to  think,  that,,  as  against  the  .maker 
or  acceptor  of  such  a  note,  or  bill,  no  averment, 
or  proof  of  demand  of  payment  at  the  place  de- 
signatedt  would  be  necesisiary. 

But,  when.recourse  is  had  to  the  endorser  of  a  a«  against  the 

•  /  ,  ffidorter  of  « 

'PromiAporynote,  as  in  the  present  case,  very  dif-  bniornote,an 

*  *•  ^  averment,  and 

ferent  considerations  arise.  He  is  not  the  origi-  P'^of  of  de- 
na)  and  real  debtor,  but  only  surety.  His  un^  ment,  at  the 
dertaldng  is  not  general)  like  that  of  the  maker,  na^ted,  i>!*?n 
but  conditional,  that  if,  upon  due  diligence  hav-SII?'*''"''^'" 


^ 
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1826.    ing  been  used  against  the  maker,  payment  is  not 
y^^'JJ]!^  received,  then  the  endorser  becomes  liable  to-pay^ 
^:       This  due  diligence  is  a  condition  precedent,  and 
an  indispensable  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  title,  and 
right  of  recovery,  against  the   endorser.     And 
when,  in  the  body  of  the  note,  a  place  of  pay- 
ment is  designated,  the  endorser  has  a  right  to 
presume,  that  the  maker  has  provided  funds  at 
such  place  to  pay  the  note,  and  has  a  right  to 
require  of  the  holder  to  apply  for  payment  at 
such  place.     And  whenever  a  note  is  made  paya* 
ble  at  a  bank,  and  the   bank   itself  is  not  the 
holder,  an  averment,  and  proof  of  the  demand 
at  the  place  appointed  in  the  note,  are  indispen* 
How  far  luch  sable.     lu  the  present  case,  the  bank  at  which 
and  prwif  are  the  noto  is  made  payable  is  the  holder,  and  the 
whi!re  tb^'note  question  ariscs,  whether,  in  such  case,  an  aver- 
bie"lua  bink] mcttt  and  proof  of  a  formal  demand  are  neces- 
rAte*bddM"Jf«*>7*     I*"  no  such  proof  could  be  required,  the 
thenota.        avcrmcnt  would  be  immaterial,  and  the  want  of 
it  could  not  be  taken  advantage  of  upon  a  writ 
of  error. 

In  the  case  of  Saundersan  and  Others  v.  Judge, 
(2  H.  Bl.  Rep.  509.)  the  plaintiffs,  at  whose 
house  the  note  was  made  payable,  being  them^ 
selves  the  holders  of  the  note,  it  was  held  to  be 
a  sufficient  demand  for  them  to  turn  to  their  books, 
and  see  the  maker's  account  with  them,  and  it 
was  deemed  a  suflScient  refusal,  to  find  that  the 
maker  had  no  effects  in  their  hands.  So,  in  the 
.case  of  the  Berkshire  Bank  v.  Jone  ,  (6  Mass. 
Rep^  524.)  decided  in  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  of  Massachusetts,  Chief  Justice  Parsons, 
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in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  said^  that,    1826. 
'*  the  plaintiffs  being  the  holders  of  the  note,  we  ^-'^^^^*^ 

^  ,  •        1     .      1        1  J    ,  .     U.  S  Bank 

must  presume  it  was  m  their  bank,  and  there  it  t. 
was  made  payable.  They  were  not  bound  to  ^"^^^^^ 
look  up  the  maker,  or  to  demand,  payment  of 
him  at  any  other  place.  The  defendant,  by  his 
endorsement,  guarantied,  that  on  the  day  of  pay- 
ment the  maker  would  be  at  the  bank  and  pay 
the  note,  and  if  he  did  not  pay  it  there,  he  agreed 
he  would  be  answerable  for  it  without  previous 
notice  of  the  default  of  the  maker."  The. rule 
here  laid  down  has  received  the  sanction  of  that 
Court  in  subsequent  cases,  (12  Mass.  Rep.  404. 
14  Mass.  Rep.  556.)  and  is  founded  in  good 
sense  and  practical  convenience,  without  in  any 
manner  prejudicing  the  rights  of  the  maker,  or 
the  endorser  of  the  note.  The  endorser,  know* 
ing  that  the  maker  has  bound  himself  to  pay  the 
note  at  a  place  appointed,  has  a  right  to  exp(  ct 
that  he  will  provide  funds  at  that  place  to  tnke 
up  the  note ;  and  he  will  be  more  likely  to  he  .  x- 
onerated  from  his  liability,  by  having  the  deiiiand 
made  there,  than  upon  the  maker  personally. 
But,  if  the  bank  where  the  note  is  made  payable 
is  the  holder,  and  the  maker  neglects  to  appear 
there  when  the  note  falls  due,  a  formal  demand 
is  impracticable  by  the  default  of  the  maker.  AU 
that  can  in  fitness  be  done,  or  ought  to  be  re- 
quired, is,  that  the  books  of  the  bank  should  be 
examined,  to  ascertain  whether  the  maker  had 
any  funds  in  their  hands ;  and,  if  not,  there  was  a 

default,  which  gave  to  the  holder  a  right  to  look 
Vot.  Xf .  28 
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1826.    to  the  endorser  for  payment.    And  even  this  ex- 

U^^^^^'^JJJ^  amination  of  the  books  was  not  required  in  the 

▼;       cases  cited  from  the  Massachusetts  Reports.  The 

maker  was  deemed  in  default  by  not  appearing 

at  the  bank  to  take  up  his  note  when  it  fell  due. 

baTk'^'lt   Ihe  We  should  incline,  however,  to  think,  that  the 

SniJ^'nccessary  ^^o'^®  of  thc  bauk  ought  to  bo  examioed^  to  as- 

ImiM ""  *th"r  ^'"^*^*"   whether  the    maker  had   any   balance 

books, and  as- standing  to  his  credit;  for,  if  he  had,  the  bank 

certain     whe-  °  '  '  ^^ 

ther  the  maker  would  havo  a  right  to  apply  it  to  the  payment  of 

has  any  funds  °  *^*   ■'  *^    ^ 

in  their  bands,  the  note  ;  and  no  default  would  be  incurred  by 
the  maker,  which  would  give  a  right  of  actioa 
against  the  endorser. 

The  averment     Thc  dcclaratiou  in  this  case  does  contain  an 

in     this     case  -  ,  _  , 

sufficient.  averment  that  the  note  was  presented  to  the 
maker,  that  he  refused  to  pay  it,  and  that  notice 
of  the  non-payment  was  given  to  the  endorser. 
Whether  this  averment  is  broad  enough  to  admit 
all  the  proof  necessary  to  sustain  the  action 
against  the  endorser,  is  the  question  which  arises 
upon  the  declaration.  If,  by  reason  that  the  bank 
where  the  note  was  made  payable  was  the  holder, 
no  personal  presentment  or  demand  of  the 
maker,  could  be  required,  the  averment,  so  far 
as  it  asserts  such  presentment,  is  surplusage, 
and  no  proof  was  necessary  to  support  it.  What, 
then,  in  such  case,' is  a  presentment  of  the  note  ? 
It  would  be  an  idle  ceremony  to  require  the 
bank  to  take  the  note  from  its  files,  and  lay  it 
upon  the  counter,  or  make  any  other  public  ex- 
hibition of  it.  All  that  could  be  required  is, 
that  the  note  be  there,  ready  to  be  delivered  up 
if  payment  should  be  offered.     When  the  note 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  179 

is  held  by  a  third  person,  it  is  practicable,  and     1826. 
there  is  a  fitness  in  requiring  the  holder  to  in-  ^^^^"^^ 
quire  at  the  bank  for  the  maker,  and  whether  he        ▼• 
has  provided  any  funds  there  to  pay  the  note. 
But  when  the  bank  itself  is  the  holder,  it  would 
be  impracticable  for  it  to  make  such  inquiry  in 
any  other  manner  than  by  ascertaining  that  the 
note  was  there,  and  examining  the  books  to  see 
if  the  maker  had  any  funds  in  the  bank.     If  the 
note  was  there,  it  was  a  prtientment^  and  if  the 
maker  had  no  funds  in  the  bank,  it  was  a  refusal 
of  payments  according  to  the  legal  acceptation  of 
these  terms  under  such  circumstances. 

The  evidence  upon  the  trial  was  introduced 
under  this  averment  without  objection,  and  if 
that  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
the  Court  ought  not  readily  to  yield  to  technical 
objections,  where  the  defendant  has  had  the  full 
benefit  of  whatever  defence  he  had  to  make. 
Under  this  state  of  the  case,  we  think,  the  ex- 
ception taken  to  the  declaration  cannot  prevail. 
And,  the.  next  inquiry  is,  whether  the  evidence  to 
which  the  defendant  demurred  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  action. 

By  this  demurrer,  the  defendant  has  taken  the  ^  .^••"""''  *^ 

•'  ^  evinence     ad- 

questions  of  fact  from  the  jury,  where  they  pro- ""»*«  ^^^i^y  ^*ct 

t-ti  which  the  jury 

perly  belonged,  and  has  substituted  the  Court  in  ^^y  reasooa- 

11  S^i«  1  !•  1-11      bly  infer  from 

the  place  of  the  jury,  and  every  thmg  which  the  the  evidence. 
jury  could  reasonably  infer  from  the  evidence 
demurred  to^  is  to  be  considered  as  admitted. 
The  language  of  adjudged  cases  on  this  subject    Practice  of 
is  very  strong,  to  show  that  the  Court  will  be  ex-  the    evidence 
tremely  liberal  in  their  inferences,  where  the  "*^°"'"^®  * 


Smith. 
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1826.  party,  by  demurring,  will  take  the  question  from 
^j^^yT^  the  proper  tribunal.  It  is  a  course  of  practice, 
generally  speaking,  that  is  not  calculated  to  pro- 
mote the  ends  of  justice.  If  the  objection  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  is  made  by  way 
of  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  it  might  be  removed  by 
testimony  within  the  immediate  command  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  deficiency  very  often  arises  from 
mere  inadvertence,  and  omission  to  make  inqui- 
ries, which  the  witnesses  examined  could  proba- 

■ 

bly  answer.  • 

Proof  nf retsa-     In  ordor  to  determine  whether  the  evidence 

rj   to   support  /»•    •       .  I  .•  -^    • 

the  action,     was  sumcicnt  to  support  the  action,  it  is  proper 
to  state  what  proof  was  necessary. 

The  plaintiffs,  to  entitle  them  to  recover,  were 
bound  to  show  that  they  were  the  endorsees  and 
holders  of  the  note ;  that  the  note  was  at  the 
bank,  where  it  was  made  payable  at  the  time  it 
fell  due  ;  that  the  maker  had  no  funds  there  to 
pay  the  note  ;  and  that  due  notice  of  the  default 
of  the  maker  was  given  to  the  defendant. 
p  cn;r,cuiaiiy  The  endorsement  of  the  note  to  the  plaintiffs, 
^'  '  '"  '  and  that  it  was  discounted  in  the  office  of  dis- 
count and  deposit  of  the  Bank  of  the  United 
States  at  Washington,  where  it  was  made  paya* 
ble,  was  fully  proved.  And  the  jury  would  have 
had  a  right  to  presume,  that  the  note  was  then 
at  the  bank,  where  it  was  discounted ;  and  the 
b'jnk  being  tho  holder  and  owner  of  the  note,  the 
}>r*  .?Mnption,  at  lea.st  prima  facie,  iBy  that  it  re- 
mriined  in  ihc  bank,  to  be  delivered  up  when  paid, 
i'his  establishes  the  two  first  points ;  and,  to 
show  that  the  maker  had  no  funds  in  the  bank, 


caiiv. 
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the  book-keeper  was  examined  as  a  witness,  1826. 
who  swore,  that  on  the  10th  day  of  July,  1817,  u^^^^g]!^ 
when  the  note  fell  due,  there  was  no  balance  to  ▼• 
the  credit  of  the  drawer,  or  either  of  the  endor- 
sers, on  the  books  of  the  bank.  And  the  remain- 
ing question  is,  whether  due  notice  of  the  default 
of  the  maker  was  given  to  the  defendant.  The 
only  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
on  this  point  is,  that  the  notice  of  non-payment 
was  left  at  the  post  office  in  the  city  of  Washing- 
ton, addressed  to  the  defendant  at  Alexandria, 
without  any  evidence  that  that  was  his  place  of 
residence.  The  testimony  on  this  point  is  that 
of  Michael  Nourse,  a  notary  public,  who  swore, 
that  on  the  day  the  note  fell  due,  he  presented  it 
at  the  store  of  the  defendant,  and  demanded 
payment  of  his  clerk,  who  replied,  that  -Mr. 
Young  was  not  within,  and  he  would  not  pay  it. 
And  that,  on  the  same  day,  he  put  in  the  post 
office  notice  of  non*payment,  addressed  to  the 
defendant  at  Alexandria.  If  the  defendant's 
place  of  residence  was  Alexandria,  it  is  not  de- 
nied but  that  due  and  regular  notice  was  given 
him.  The  notary  was  a  sworn  officer,  officially 
employed  to  demand  payment  of  this  note,  and 
it  is  no  more  than  reasonable  to  presume  that  he 
was  instructed  to  take  all  necessary  steps  to 
charge  the  endorsers.  This  must  have  been  the 
object  in  view  in  demanding  payment  of  the 
maker.  And  it  is  fair,  also,  to  presume,  that  he 
made  inquiry  for  the  residence  of  the  defendant 
before  he  addressed  a  letter  to  him  ;  for  it  is  ab- 
surd to  suppose  he  would  direct  to  him  at  that 
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"  1896.  place,  without  tome  knowledge  or  inforooation 
"^^""^^^  that  he  lived  there,  this  being  the  usuaI  and  ordi- 
nary  course  of  such  transactions,  and  with  which 
the  notary  was,  no  doubt,  acquainted.  The  jury 
wouldf  undoubtedly,  have  been  warranted  to  in* 
fer,  from  this  evidence,  that  the  defendant's  resi- 
dence was  in  Alexandria.  If  that  was  not  the 
fact,  this  case  is  a  striking  example  of  the  abuse 
which  may  grow  out  of  demurrers  to  evidence. 
For,  a  single  question  to  the  witness  would  have 
put  at  rest  that  point,  one  way  or  the  other,  if  the 
least  intimation  had  been  given  of  the  objection. 
It  was,  manifestly,  taken  for  granted  by  all  par- 
ties, that  the  defendant  lived  at  Alexandria.  And 
if  a  party  will,  upon  the  trial,  remain  silent,  and 
not  suggest  an  inquiry,  which  was  obviously  a 
mere  omission  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  jury 
would  be  authorized  to  draw  all  inferences  from 
the  testimony  given,  that  would  not  be  against 
reason  and  probability ;  and  the  Court,  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  evidence,  will  draw  the  same 
conclusions  that  the  jury  might  have  drawn. 

We  are,  accordingly,  of  opinion,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to 
recover.  That  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  sent  back,  with 
directions  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs, 
upon  the  demurrer  to  evidence,  for  the  amount  of 
the  note,  and  interest. 

Judgment.  This  cause  came  on,  &c.  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  is  ordered  and  ad- 
judged, that  the  judgment  of  the  said  Circuit 
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Court,  on  the  demurrer  to  evidence  in  the  said     1826. 
cause,  be  reversed.     And  it  i«  further  ordered  ij^^gJI^ 
and  ADJUDGKD,  that  the  said  cause  be  remanded      _  ▼• 
to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  with  instructions  that 
judgment  be  entered  there  on  said  demurrer,  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  cause ;  and,  further,  that  the 
Court  there   do  render  judgment  on  the  contin- 
gent verdict  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  according  to 
the  tenor  thereof,  with  costs,  &c.'' 

a  The  demurrer  to  evidence  is  an  unusual  and  antiquated  prac- 
tice, which  this  Court,  and  other  Courts,  have  recently  endeaTour- 
ed  to  discourage,  as  inconvenient,  and  calculated  to  suppress  the 
truth  and  justice  of  the  cause.  It  is  aUowed  or  denied  by  the 
Court,  where  the  cause  is  tried,  in  the  exercise  of  sound  discre- 
tion, under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  ;  and,  tV  teeiM,  that 
the  exercise  of  this  discretion  cannot  be  made  the  foundation  of  a 
writ  of  error.  The  party  demurring  is  bound  to  admit  as  true, 
not  only  all  the  facts  proved  by  the  evidence  introduced  by  the 
other  party,  but,  also,  all  the  facts  which  that  evidence  legally  may 
conduce  to  prove.  It  follows,  that  it  ought  never  to  be  admitted, 
where  the  party  demurring  refuses  to  adroit  the  facts  which  the 
other  side  attempts  to  prove;  nor  where  he  offers  contradictory 
evidence,  or  attempts  to  establish  inconsistent  propositions. 
(Young  V.  Black,  7  Cranch't  Rep,  565.  See  also,  Fowling  and 
Others  v.  The  United  States,  4  Cranch^s  Rep.  219.  FhilL  Evid. 
216, 217.     Bull.  N.  P.  c.  4.  p.  313.) 
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1826. 
The  U.  S. 

T. 

Tanzandt. 


laQ    603 

llwhl84 
140   688 


nwhl84 
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81f  688 

llwhl84 
180    364 


Uwkl84 
Ir«d  448 
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[SuRBTT.    Construction  or  Statute.] 

The  United  States  against  Vanzandt. 

The  case  of  the  Uniiid  States  r.  Kii^patriekf  (9  IfAeo/.  Eqf.  720.) 
refised,  its  authority  coDfirmed,  and  applied  to  the  present  case. 

An  omission  of  the  proper  offioer  to  rteaU  a  delinquent  paymaster 
under  the  injunctions  of  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  the  £4th  of 
April,  lS16,c.  69.  does  not  discbarge  his  surety. 

The  provisions  requiring  the  delinquent  paymaster  to  be  recalled,  and 
a  new  appointment  to  be  made  in  his  place,  are  merely  directory, 
.  and  intended  for  the  security  of  the  gOTemment ;  but  form  no 
part  of  the  contract  with  the  surety. 

The  statute  not  remoring  from  office  the  delinquent  paymaster,  ^ps^ 
faetOf  but  only  making  it  the  duty  of  the  proper  officer  to  remove 
him,  the  circumstance  of  new  funds  being  placed  in  his  bands- 
after  his  delinquency,  does  not  discharge  the  surety. 


Feb.  %th.  THIS  cause  was  argued  by  the  Attorney  Ge- 
neral and  Mr.  Swann^  for  the  plaintiffs/  and  by 
Mr.  Janes  and  Mr.  Key^  for  the  defendant. 

Feb.  leih.  Mr.  Justice  Washington  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  Court. 

This  was  an'  action  of  debt  brought  in  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  upon 
a  paymaster's  official  bond,  against  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  one  of  the  sureties  in  that  bond. 
The  condition  of  the  bond,  as  set  out  upon  oyer^ 
is  in  the  following  words,  viz.  *^  That  whereas 
the  above  bounden  John  Hall  is  appointed  pay- 


a  They  cited  the  United  States  v.  Kirkpatrick,  9  Wheat,  Rtp. 
720. 
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magter  of  the  rifle  regiment  in  the  army  of  the    1826. 
United  States  ;  now,  if  the  said  J.  H*  shall  well  ^iJJTu^ 
and  triilj  execute,  and  faithfully  discharge,  ac-        ▼. 
cording  to  law,  and  to  instructions  received  by 
him  from  proper  authority,  his  duties  as  paymas- 
ter aforesaid,  and  he,  his  heirs,  &c.  shall   re- 
gularly account  when  thereunto  required,  for  all 
moneys  received  by  him  from  time  to  time,  as 
paymaster  aforesaid,  with  such  person  or  persons 
as  shall  be  duly  authorized  and  qualified  on  the 
part  of  the  United  States  for  that  purpose,  and, 
moreover,  pay  into  their  treasury  such  balance  as, 
on  final  settlement  of  the  said  J.  Hall's  accounts, 
shall  be  found  justly  due  from  him  to  the  United 
States,  then,''  Slc. 

To  the  declaration  filed  in  this  action,  the  de- 
fendant pleads,  that  the  said  John  Hall  did  well 
and  truly  observe  and  discharge^  according  to 
law,  and  to  instructions  received  by  him  from 
proper  authority,  his  duties  as  paymaster  in  the 
rifle  regiment  of  the  army  of  the  United  States, 
and  did  pay  into  the  treasury  such  balance  as,  on 
settlement,  was  found  due,  and  hath  observed, 
kept,  and  fulfilled,  every  matter  and  thing  in  the 
condition  of  the  said  bond,  which,  according  to 
the  said  condition,  ought  to  have  been  observed 
and  kept. 

The  breach  set  out  in  the  replication  is,  that 
the  said  J.  H.  did  not  pay  to  the  United  States 
the  sum  of  which  was  due,  and 

in  arrear,  on  a  certain  day,  and  which  he  ought 
then  to  have  paid  according  to  the  condition  of 
his  bond. 

Vol.  XI.  24 
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1826.  Upon  the  triril  of  the  is^sue  formed  on  the  mat- 
ter stated  in  the  replication,  a  bill  of  exceptions 
was  takein  td  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  by '  the 
United  States,  t^hich  states,  that  to  support  the 
issue  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  they  gave 
in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  afore- 
said, together  with  the  account  of  the  United 
States  against  the  said  J.  H.  settled  at  the  trea- 
sury department,  and  duly  certified  according  to 
law,  whereby  it  appeared,  that  a  balance  of 
29,266  dollars  6  cents  was  due  to  the  United 
States  by  the  said  J.  H.,  as  paymaster  of  the  rifle 
regiment  of  the  army  of  the  United  States. 
Whereupon  the  defendant  prayed  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury,  that  if,  from  the  evidence  afore- 
said, they  should  believe,  that  John  Hall,  named 
in  the  condition  of  the  bond,  bad  neglected  and 
failed  to  make  any  report  to  the  paymaster  ge- 
neral once  in  two  months,  showing  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  funds  previously  transmitted,  with  es- 
timates for  the  next  payment  of  the  said  regi- 
ment, and  had  also  neglected  and  failed,  either 
to  transmit  such  estimates,  or  to  render  his 
vouchers  to  the  paymaster  general  for  settlement 
of  his  accounts,  more  than  six  months  after  re- 
ceiving funds,  and  was  not  recalled  for  such  de- 
fault and  neglect,  but  additional  funds  were 
placed  in  his  hands,  notwithstanding  his  known 
defaults  and  neglects  in  the  instances  aforesaid, 
then  the  defendant  is  not  chargeable  for  any 
failure  of  the  said  J.  H.  to  account  for  such  addi- 
tional funds  so  plaped  in  his  hands  after  bis  said 
defaults  and  neglects,  in  respect  of  the  funds 
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previously  received,  were  known  as  aforesaid.     1826. 
The  Court  gave  the  instruction  as  prayed ;  and,  a  ^^^^ 
verdict  being  found  for  the  defendant,  a  writ  of        v. 
error  was  sued  out '  to  the  judgment  rendered  ^*°^'"*^^- 
thereon. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  have  J/***"!!!!!}!!! 
rested  their  cause  entirely  upon  the  decision  of  sj'J****'^.^'^^^ 
this  Court  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  ^^«'^*^  *«*- 
Kirkpatrickj  (9  Wheat.  Rep.  720.)  and  as  we  do  whuu.  lUp. 
not  feel  disposed  to  dissent  from  the  opinion 

•  given  in  that  case,  it  becomes  material,  in  the 
first  place,  to  inquire,  whether  the  two  cases  are 
the  same  in  principle  or  not.     If  they  are,  it  will 

"-  avoid  the  necessity  of  any  general  reasoning 
upon  the  point  decided  in  this  cause  by  the  Court 
below. 
The  case  referred  to,  arose  upon  the  act  of 

V  Congress  for  the  collection  of  the  direct  taxes, 
and  internal  duties.  The  action  was  founded 
upon  the  collector's  bond  against  the  sureties ; 
and  one  of  the  questions  which  came  up  for  de- 
cision was,  whether  the  failure  of  the  comptrol- 
ler to  call  the  collector  to  account  at  the  periods 
prescribed  by  laW,  and  the  consequent  injury  to 
the  sureties,  did  not  discharge  them  fropf  their 
responsibility  upon  the  ground  of  lacheeT?  By 
the  28th  section  of  the  above  act,  the  comptrol- 
ler of  the  treasury  is  required,  in  case  any  col- 
lector should  fail  to  collect,  or  to  render  his  ac- 
count, or  to  pay  over  quarterly,  or  sooner  if  re- 
quired, the  moneys  by  him  collected,  immediate- 
ly after  such  delinquency,  to  issue  a  warrant  of 
distress  against  the  delinquent  collector,  to  be 
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1826.  levied  on  his  personal  estate,  and,  in  case  that 
^^^pJ^^^^J^  should  prove  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  warrant, 
V.  then  upon  his  real  estate.  The  decision  of  this 
Court  was,  1.  That  laches  is  not  imputable  to 
the  government ;  and,  2.  That  the  provisions  of 
the  law  requiring  settlements  by  its  officers  to  be 
made  at  short  periods,  are  designed  for  the  secu- 
rity and  protection  of  the  government,  and  to 
regulate  the  conduct  of  those  officers ;  that  they 
are  merely  directory  to  the  officers,  and  form  no 
part  of  the  contract  with  the  surety. 

The  correctness  of  these  principles  is  admit* 
ted  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant ;  but  they 
insist  that  they  are  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  a 
surety  in  a  paymaster's  bond,  because,  by  the 
4th  section  of  the  act  ^*  for  organizing  the  gene- 
ral staff,  and  making  further  provision  for  the 
army  of  the  United  States,"  if  the  paymas- 
ter fail  to  render  his  vouchers  to  the  paymaster 
general  for  settlement  of  his  accounts,  for  more 
than  six  months  after  his  having  received  funds, 
the  injunction  of  the  act  is  imperative,  '^  that  he 
shall  be  recalled^  and  another  appointed  in  his 
place." 
r^.°u"'!iT^*°"     ft  is  contended  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 

of  the  4lh  tec-  ^  J  ' 

tion  of  the  act  that  this  section  leaves  no  discretion  in  the  pro- 
of the  24th  ^^  ^^  * 

April,  1816,  c.  per  officer  of  the  government  to  continue  the 

69.  88   to   the*  •/*./.        I  .,    ,.  ,  1 

imbuity  of  a  paymaster  m  office  after  his  delinquency,  but  that 
surety.         he  ceascs  thereafter  to  be  paymaster,  and  the 
responsibility  of  his  sureties  is  terminated.  - 

It  must  be  conceded,  that  the  injunction  on  the 
proper  officer  of  the  government  to  recall  the 
delinquent  paymaster,  is  expressed  in  very  strong 
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language.    But,  whether  the  omission  to  per*    1826. 
form  the  act,  amounts,  under  every  possible  cir-  ^I^Tu]^ 
cumstance,  to  a  breach  of  official  duty,  may  ad-        ▼• 
mit  of  some  doubt.     May  it  not  be  excused  in  a    *^ 
case  where  the  paymaster  has  been  prevented 
from  rendering  his  vouchers  at  the  periods  men- 
tioned in  the  act,  by  causes  acknowledged  by  the 
government  to  have  been  beyond  his  control?. 
And,  if  it  may,  it  would  seem,  that  the  ground  of 
excuse  could  not  properly  be  made  a  subject  of 
judicial  inquiry  in  an  action  against  the  surety. 
It  may  further  be  remarked,  that  if  it  had  been 
the  policy  and  intention  of  the  legislature,  that 
the  act  of  delinquency  should  be  inexorably  fol- 
lowed by  a  removal  from  office,  it  might  not  be 
unreasonable  to   presume,   that  such   a  conse- 
quence would  have  been  distinctly  announced. 
It  is  not,  however,  the  intention  of  the  Court,  to 
express  any  opinion  upon*  this  point,  because, 
whatever  may  be  the  duty  of  the  proper  officer 
of  the  government  in  this  respect,  it  must,  we 
think,  be  admitted,  that  until  the  paymaster  is 
recalled,  he  continues  in  office.     The  act  au- 
thorizes, perhaps  requires,  his  recall,  but  it  does 
not  displace  him.     The  officer  whose   duty  it 
may  be  to  reoall  him,  acts  upon  his  own  respon- 
sibility to  the  government  by  declining  lo  do  so  ; 
but,  until  he  acts  otherwise,  the  paymaster  is  au- 
thorized, notwithstanding  his  delinquency,  to  re- 
ceive, and  to  disburse  the  funds  which  may  be 
placed  in  his  hands. 

The  attempt  to  distinguish  this  from  Kirkpa- 
trick^s  casey  is  made  upon  the  ground,  that  that 
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1836.  wa«  purely  a  case  of  lacbeei,  whereas,  in  this,  an 
unauthorized  act  whs  done  by  the  government 
in  confiding  funds  to  the  disposal  of  apublic  de- 
VaBMiidt.  faulter,  whom  the  government  was  bound  by  law 
to  have  dismissed  from  office.  But,  will  it  be 
contended,  that  the  obligation  to  dismiss  this  of- 
ficer was  more  imperative  than ,  that  imposed 
upon  the  comptroller  to  call  the  collector  of  di- 
rect taxes  to  account  at  the  periods  prescribed 
hy  laWt  and  in  cases  of  delinquency,  to  pursue 
the  summary  remedy  which  the  same  law  pro- 
vided for  the  safety  of  the  public,  and,  conse- 
quMitially,  for  that  of  the  surety  ?  The  neglect 
in  the  one  case,  and  in  the  other,  imputes  laches 
to  the  officer  whose  duty  it  was  to  perform  the 
acts  which  the  law  required  ;  but,  in  a  legal  point 
of  view,  the  rights  of  the  government  cannot  be 
alSeoted  by  these  laches.  The  provisions  in  both 
laws  are  merely  directory  to  the  officers,  and  in- 
tended for  the  security  and  protection  of  govern- 
ment, by  insuring  punctuality  and  responsibility ; 
but  they  form  no  part  of  the  contract  with  the 
surety.  If,  then,  the  paymaster  continues  in  of- 
fice, notwithstanding  the  omission  of  the  proper 
officer  to  recall  him  on  the  ground  of  his  de- 
fiiults,  the  act  of  placing  funds  in  his  hands  to  be 
disbursed  according  to  law,  is  not  one  of  which 
the  surety  can  complain,  since  the  public  inte- 
rest  requires  that  the  troops  should  be  paid, 
which  can  be  done  only  by  the  officer  appointed 
for  that  purpose.  If  the  neglect  of  the  officers 
of  government,  from  which  the  surety  suffers, 
does  not  discharge  him  from  his  responsibility 
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in  either  case,  it  is  not  perceived^  haw  the  1826. 
placing  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  paymaster,  ThTu!^ 
who  continues  in  office,  can  have  that  effect,  see-  ▼• 
ing  that  the  latter  circumstance  is  the  necessary 
consequence  of  the  former.  If  the  law  displaced 
the  officer  upon  the  ground  of  delinquency,  the 
placing  funds  in  his  hands,  after  his  removal  from 
office,  could  not  possibly  be  upon  the  responsibi- 
lity of  the  surety,  inasmuch  as  his  undertaking 
was  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  the  duties  of 
faia  principal  as  paymaster,  and,  consequently, 
he  is  not  bound  for  his  acts  after  he  has  ceaeed 
to  hold  that  office.  The  whole  argument  of  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  proceeded  upon  the 
assumption,  that  the  office  terminated,  ipsofactOf 
as  soon  as  the  delinquency  occurred,  which,  we 
have  endeavoured  to  show,  presents  an  incorrect 
view  of  the  subject. 

Whether,  admitting  that  the  surety  could  claim 
to  be  discharged  from  his  responsibility,  upon 
the  ground  assumed  by  his  counsel,  such  a  de- 
fence could  be  set  up  on  the  proceedings  in  tbis 
cause,  is  a  question  upon  which  the  Court  avoids 
expressing  an  opinion,  because  it  is  rendered  un- 
necessary by  that  which  has  been  pronounced, 
and  because  it  was  not  argued  at  the  bar. 

The  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  that  there  is  error 
in  the  Judgment  of  the  Court  below,  and  that  the 
same  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 
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[CozrsTBUCTiOH  OF  Statutb.] 

« 

Otis,  Pimvtiffin  Errors 

against 

Walter,  Defendant  in  Error. 

Under  the  embargo  act  of  the  S5th  of  April,  1808,  c  170.  [Izri.]  s^ 
1 1.  the  collector  is  protected  in  the  honest  exercise  of  his  discretion 
in  detaining  the  vessel,  and  securing  both  ressel  and  cargo,  ontil 
an  actual  termination  of  the  Tojage. 

Whether  the  rojrage  has  terminated, is  a  question  of  fact,  and  if  the 
voyage  be  colourahly^  but  not  rtaUy  terminated,  the  collector  maj 
detain  the  vessel,  if  he  has  honest  suspicions. 

• 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of 
the  State  of  Massachusetts.  This  is  the  same 
cause  which  was   formerly  before  this  Court/ 

Fth.  %th.  It  was  argued  at  this  term  by  the  Attorney 
General  and  Mr.  Blake^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Jiead,  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error. 

Feb.  latk.  Mr.  Justice  Johnson  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 

This  cause  is  brought  up,  by  writ  of  error,  from 
the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts, 
for  the  purpose  of  reviewing  a  judgment  of  that 
Court,  given  in  favour  of  the  defendant  here, 
upon  an  action  of  trover  instituted  in  that  State,. 

a  Vide  anttj  S.  C,  Vol.  11.  p.  18.    Vol.  VI.  p.  583. 
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to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  conversion  of  1826. 
sundry  articles  composing  the  cargo  of  the  sloop 
Ten  Sisters.  Otis,  in  the  capacity  of  collector  of 
the  District  of  Barnstable,  had,  in  the  year  1808, 
seized  and  detained  the  vessel  and  cargo  under 
the  provisions  of  the  embargo  act  of  the  25th  of 
April  in  that  year. 
This  is  the  third  time  that  this  cause  has  been    '^^f  general 

question        of 

brought  to  the  notice  of  this  Court.     In  the  two^^^     *>«^i"8 

^  .  .  b"n      sell!  ad 

former  instances,  it  came  up  upon  bills  of  excep-  when  this  case 
tions,  and  in  both  the  decisions  of  that  Court  before      the 

11  •  /•       •  V  Court,      (arUe 

were    reversed,  and   a  ventre  facias   de   novo  voi.  ii  p.  is. 
awarded.    In  the  present  instance,  a  special  ver-  oie '^  queS 
diet  has  been  taken,  and,  as  the  law  was  settled  t^Zlued^  % 
in  the  two  former  decisions,  that  until  the  termi-  ^^^^^^   ili^ 
nation  of  the  voyage  the  collector  was  protected  ^"JJJ^^J   ^•^""' 
in  the  honest  exercise  of  an  unlimited  discretion 
in  detaining  the  vessel,  and,  by  necessary  conse-- 
quence,  in  resorting  to  the  ordinary  and  neces- 
sary means  of  securing  and  preserving  both  ves- 
sel and  cargo,  this  verdict  seems  to  be  drawn  up 
with  a  view  to  bring  up  the  single  question,  whe- 
ther, in  the  sense  of  the  laws  of  Congress,  and 
of  the  decisions  of  this  Court,  this  voyage  was 
not,  in  effect,  terminated  before  the  seizure. 

The  special  verdict  finds,  that  the  vessel  clear- 
ed out  "/or  the  port  of  Yarmouth.^^  It  is  true, 
the  captain,  in  the  oath  attached  to  his  manifest, 
makes  use  of  the  mere  indefinite  expression 
"  bound  for  Yarmouth.'^  But,  when  we  come  to 
examine  the  sense  in  which  he  made  this  oath, 
by  referring  to  his  instructions,  which  are  also 
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1826.  found  by  the  verdict,  we  find  it  restricted  to  a 
^"^ti^  voyage  to  Bass  river,  where  it  was  tp  terminate 
T.  by  landing  his  cargo,  and  storing  it  in  a  particu- 
lar warehouse.  This,  then,  was  the  point  of  hia 
destination,  call  it  port,  harbour,  place,  or  what 
we  will.  And,  as  the  collector  uses  the  defipite^ 
instead  of '^he  indefinite  article,  before  pprt,  in 
the  clearance,  the  fair  inference  is,  that  the  clear- 
ance was  for  Bass  river,  under  the  designation 
of  "  the  port  of  Yarmouth.'' 

We  are  far,  however,  from  intendiqg  to  inti- 
mate, that  if  the  captain's  oath  as  to  his  desttna* 
tion  could  not  be  modified  and  exp^ii^ed  by  re- 
ference to  his  instructions,  it  might  be  peripittfHJL 
to  enlarge  the  meaning  of  th^  word  port  as  qs^d 
in  the  clearance,  so  as  to  embrace  the  towoahip 
of  Yarmouth.  In  those  times,  when  it  bebopved 
every  public  officer  to  be  on  the  alert  againat  the 
multiplied  evasions  of  the  system  of  that  day»  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed,  that  the  definite  language 
of  the  clearance  was  adopted  without  an  object. 
The  captain  appears  to  have  acted  as  if  he  had 
received  a  clearance  on  a  general  voyage  to  Yar- 
mouth, whereas,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  collector 
of  Ipswich  acted  under  a  sense  of  the  impropri- 
ety of  giving  a  clearance  that  would  leave  the  ter- 
minus  of  the  voyage  so  void  of  precision.  We 
consider  the  definite  article  as  having  been  ua^d 
for  a  definite  purpose,  and  to  preclude  the  gene- 
ral privilege  of  sailing  to  any  point  ijoi:  the  town 
or  township  of  Yarmouth,  at  which  a  landing 
might  have  been  efiected. 
It  is  obvious,  indeed,  from  the  whole  tenor  of 
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the  verdict,  that  the  month  of  Bass  river  is  un-     1826. 
derstood  more  emphatically  to  be  the  port  of  '^^^ 
Yarmouth  than  any  other  place  in  the  township    ^^  y. 
of  Yarmouth.     In  one  plac«>  it  finds,  "  that  the 
harbour  or  port  of  Barnstable  is  about  three  miles 
from   the   harbour  of  Yarmouth;"  in  another, 
that  a  long  point  of  land  intervenes  between 
"  Yarmouth  harbour  or  Bass  river  harbour,  and 
Hyaiiis  or  Barnstable  harbour  f '  in  both  instances 
drawing    an     express    discrimination    between 
Yarmouth  harbour,  to  which  the  vessel  was  bound, 
(taking  the  term  to  be  the  synonyme  of  port,) 
and  Hyanis,  or  Barnstable  harbour,  jn  which  she 
was  seized. 

Every  thing  proves  that  Bass  river  harbour 
was  the  original  destination  of  the  vessel.  In 
this  sense,  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  Bass  river 
harbour  was  the  port  to  which,  in  the  language 
of  the  law,  she  was  "  ostensibly  bound."  No 
one  contends,  that  when  at  her  anchorage  in 
Hyanis  bay,  where  she  was  seized,  she  could  be 
considered  as  arrived  at  Bass  river  harbour.  It 
was  ten  miles  from  this  harbour — a  peninsula 
intervening— and,  as  the  verdict  finds,  the  vessel 
bad  gone  to  Hyanis  bay  after  being  compelled, 
by  head  winds,  to  pass  Bass  river. 

But,  it  is  contended,  that  as  her  clearance  was 
not  specified  to  Bass  river  harbour,  but  to  the 
port  of  Yarmouth,  an  arrival  at  Gage's  wharf 
would  as  well  have  satisfied  the  exigencies  of  her 
ca«e ;  that,  in  fact,  she  had  arrived  there  when 
anchored  where  she  was  seized,  and  that,  having 
then  a  right  to  demand  her  permit  to  land,  and 


196  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.  having  demanded  it,  the  circumstances  make  out 
a  termination  of  the  voyage  as  effectually  as  if 
she  had  put  in  to  Bass  river. 

We  have  already  stated ,  we  think,  sufficient 
reasons  for  not  admitting  that  the  clearance  could 
be  satisfied  by  a  destination  to  Gage's  wharf. 
Yety  it  cannot  be  denied,  that  there  is  one  part 
of  the  special  verdict  that  does  throw  some  ob- 
scurity over  this  part  of  the  case.  It  is  that  in 
which  the  jury  find  in  these  words :  ^^  that,  in  the 
practice  of  the  custom  house  for  Barnstable,  and 
of  the  owners  and  masters  of  vessels  belonging 
to  Barnstable  district,  Yarmouth  and  Bamsta- 
ble  are  considered  one  and  the  same  port ;  and 
that  Gage's  wharf,  at  the  head  of  Lewis'  bay,  is 
a. place  in  Yarmouth,  at  which  vessels  bound  to 
that  port  frequently  unload,  and  that  no  diffe- 
rence is  made  in  the  custom  house  between  Yar- 
mouth and  Barnstable,  or  Hyanis,  as  to  the  entry 
of  vessels  that  have  arrived  at  either  place." 

If,  in  this  passage  of  the  verdict,  the  jury  meant 
to  find,  that  a  vessel  arriving  in  Hyanis  roads, 
an  open  roadstead,  not  locked  in  by  any  head 
lands  that  could  make  a  port  of  it,  had,  in  fact, 
arrived  at  Gage's  wharf,  or  Bass  river,  they  should 
have  been  explicit;  and,  absurd  and  repugnant 
to  the  geography  of  the  country,  and  the  com- 
mon sense  of  mankind,  as  the  fact  would  have 
been,  we  must  have  submitted  to  it,  or  refused  to 
act  upon  it.  As  it  is,  we  can  only  draw  such  in- 
ferences as  the  finding  will  sanction.  And  we 
are  free  to  confess,  that  we  cannot  understand 
what  is   meant  by  a   practice   of   the   custom 
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house  and  shipmasters  of  Barnstable,  which  con-  1826. 
founds  the  open  roadstead  of  Hyanis  with  the 
harbour  of  Bass  river,  or  even  the  landing  place 
at  Gage^s  wharf,  the  one  ten,  the  other  three 
miles  off.  We  can  very  readily  conceive  why  the 
landing  place  at  Gage's  wharf  should  be  indiffe- 
rently called  Falmouth  or  Barnstable,  since  it  is 
in  the  town  by  the  one  name,  and  the  landing 
place  for  the  port  or  bay  of  the  other  name,  the 
line  crossing  the  bay  but  a  few  feet  from  the 
wharf.  To  arrive,  therefore,  at  Barnstable 
harbour,  or  Lewis'  bay  or  Hyanis  roads,  which 
seem  to  be  somehow  confounded  in  this  verdict, 
and  to  arrive  at  the  township  of  Yarmouth,  at 
Gage's  wharf,  may  be  considered  as  one  and  the 
same  thing.  And  yet  the  inference  from  that  fact 
may  be  directly  the  reverse  of  that  insisted  on  for 
the  defendant  in  error.  For,  the  finding  is  clear 
and  positive,  which  distinguishes  between  Barn- 
stable harbour  and  Yarmouth  harbour;  and  if, 
then,  Barnstable  harbour  be  identified  with  the 
landing  place  as  Gage's  wharf  the  conclusion  is 
unavoidable  that  the  port  of  Yarmouth  cannot 
mean  the  landing  place  at  Gage's  wharf.  Indeed 
it  is  impossible  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  destination  of  this  vessel  was  indifferently  to 
Gage's  wharf  or  Bass  river,  without  permitting  a 
mere  inference,  and  that  too  from  equivocal 
terms,  to  conflict  with  a  positive  finding  of  the 
jury  couched  in  the  most  explicit  terms.  And 
even  when  advanced  that  far,  it  would  still  remain 
for  the  defendant  here,  to  maintain  that  a  vessel 
at  anchor  in    Hyanis  road  had  completed  her 
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1826.  vojage  to  Gage's  wharf:  a  proposition  as  wide 
^^^^'^"^^  of  the  fact  with  reference  to  the  topography  of 
t.  the  country  as  it  is  of  the  intendment  of  law,  or 
the  finding  of  the  jury.  For  the  words  of  the 
special  verdict  are,  *'that  the  vessel  when  seized 
lay  at  anchor  in  the  harbour  or  port  of  Bamsta- 
ble,  above  half  a  mile  from  the  shore  or  beach, 
and  about  three  miUs  from  the  harbour  of  Yar- 
mouth." That  the  jury  did  not  intend  to  con- 
found Gage's  wharf  with  the  harbour  of  Yar- 
mouth is  distinctly  shown  by  the  words  that  fol- 
low the  above,  declaring  Gage's  wharf  to  be  six 
miles  and  a  half  from  where  the  vessel  was  seiz- 
ed. Whether  the  jury  were  right  or  wrong  in 
fixing  these  distances,  the  inference  we  deduce 
from  it  is  still  the  same,  to  wit,  that  the  harbour  of 
Yarmouth  and  Gage's  wharf  could  not  be  one,  no 
more  that  the  port  of  Barnstable  and  the  harbour 
of  Yarmouth  The  vessel  lay  in  the  former,  three 
miles  distant  from  the  latter,  and  six  and  a  half 
from  Gage's  wharf. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  can  discover  nothing  in  this 
case  to  induce  us  to  alter  the  opinion  entertained 
in  the  two  former,  that  the  vessel  had  not  reach- 
ed the  terminus  of  her  voyage,  that  she  was  in 
itincre,  and  therefore  liable  to  seizure.  On  the 
subject  of  the  argument  deduced  from  the  demand 
of  the  permit  to  land,  we  think  this  also  was  fully 
answered  and  disposed  of  in  the  former  decisions 
of  this  Court  in  the  same  suit.  We  are  there* 
fore  of  opinion  that  the  act  on  which  the  colleetor 
relies,  justified  the  seizure  ;  that  there  is  error  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Massachusetts ;  that 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  199 

it  must  be  reversed,  and  adjudgment  entered  for    1826. 
the  plaintiff  here,  the  defendant  in  the  original j]|r^J^;^^JJ^^ 
suit.  M« 

Judgment  accordingly.      LoDgwortfa. 


[Statvtb  of  FtLAV^n.    Etidxitcx.] 

Hindb's  Lessee  against  Longworth. 

Question  as  to  the  sofficiency  of  a  certificate  of  acknowledgment  of 
a  deed  at  lands  in  Ohio. 

In  examining  the  admissibility  of  testtmonj  in  the  Coart  aboie,  the 
partj  excepting  is  to  be  confined  to  the  specific  objection  taken  at  the 
trial. 

YThere  a  voluntary  deed  is  impeached  as  fraudulent,  evidence  of  judg- 
ments against  the  grantor  Is  admissible  as  proof,  (among  other  facts,) 
that  he  was  indebted  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed,  although  the 
grantee  was  not  a  party  to  the  suits  on  which  the  judgments  were 

obtained. 

A  voluntary  deed  is  void  as  to  anUceieniy  but  not  as  to  tyhsequtni 
creditors. 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  to  recover  the  possession 
of  the  premises  in  the  cause,  described  as  in  let 
No.  107  in  the  town  of  Cincinnati.  It  appeared 
in  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  on  the  28th  of  March, 
1799,  Thomas  Doyle,  sen.  under  whom  both  par- 
ties derived  title,  was  seized  and  possessed  of  the 
lot  in  question.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claim- 
ed under  a  deed  of  that   date  from  Thomas 
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1826.  Doyle,  sen.  to  his  son  Thomas;  and  the  defend- 

jjj^j^^i^"^  ant  set  up  a  title  under  a  judgment  against  Doyle 

see       the  elder,  at  the  suit  of  John  Graff,  entered  at  the 

liongwortb.  August  term,  1799,  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 

for  the  county  of  Hamilton.     At  the  trial,  three 

bills  of  exceptions  were  taken  by  the  lessor  of 

the  plaintiff. 

The  first  bill  of  exceptions  stated,  that  the 
plaintiff  in  support  of  his  action  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  deed  from  Doyle,  sen.  to  his  son,  to  the 
reading  of  which  in  evidence,  the  defendant  ob- 
jected, and  the  Court  rejected  it,  as  not  being  pro- 
perly acknowledged.  The  certificate  of  acknow- 
ledgment was  as  follows  :  ^^  Hamilton,  ss.  Person- 
ally before  me,  Thomas  Gibson,  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  said 
County,  the  above  named  Thomas  Doyle  and 
Doyle  his  wife,  who  being  examined  sepa- 
rate and  apart,  acknowledged  the  foregoing  deed 
to  be  her  hand  and  seal,  free  act  and  deed,  for 
the  uses  and  purposes  mentioned."  Thomas 
Doyle  only  had  signed  the  deed.  His  wife  was 
not  named  as  a  party  to  the  conveyance  except 
in  the  conclusion  of  the  deed  as  follows :  "  In  wit- 
ness whereof  the  said  Thomas  Doyle  and 

his  wife,  who  hereby  relinquishes  her  right  of 
dower  in  the  premises,  have  hereto  set  their 
hands  and  affixed  their  seals,  the  day  and  year 
first  above  written."  A  seal  was  affixed  to  the 
deed,  but  no  signature  of  the  wife. 

In  the  second  bill  of  exceptions,  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  stated,  that  he  claimed  title  un- 
der the  same  deed  mentioned  in  the  first  excep- 
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tioft  bjr  virtue  of  which  Doyle  the  younger  became  1826. 
seined  of  the  premises  in  question,  which  had ^JJJ^^i^Les- 
descended  to  the  wife  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain*  see 
tiffy  to  which  facts  he  adduced  proof  to  the  jury.  i^n§wot\h. 
The  bill  of  exceptions  then  proceeds  to  state, 
that  the  defendant,  in  order  to  prove  that  the  deed 
was  made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  having 
read  Mrtatn  depositions  to  establish  that  fact,  of^ 
iered  in  evidence  the  records  of  two  judgments 
recovered  against  Doyle  the  elder,  one  at  the  suit 
of  John  Graff,  at  the  August  term,  1799,  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  the  County  of  Hamil- 
ton, for  upwards  of  900  dollars ;  and  the  other 
in  favour  of  Edward  Shoemaker,  at  the  October 
term,  1800,  of  the  same  Court,  for  590  dollars. 
To  which  testimony  the  pldintiff  objected,  as  in- 
eompetmit  evidence,  upon  the  ground,  that  the 
proceedings  in  said  suits  had  taken  place  be- 
tween other  persons  than  himself  and  Doyle, 
jttn«,'Sfttd  to  which  be  was  not  a  party.  The  ob- 
jection WM  overruled  by  the  Court,  and  the  testi- 
mony admitted. 

The  thfird  bill  of  exceptions  stated,  that  after 
the  admission  of  the  evidence  aforesaid,  (the 
judgment  records,)  and  in  order  to  repel  the 
presumption  of  fraud  in  Doyle  the  elder,  and 
to  show  that  he  had  no  intention  to  defraud  cre- 
ditors by  making  the  said  deed,  but  to  prove  that 
Doyle  the  younger,  then  an  infant,  was  the  cre- 
ditor of  his  father,  the  (daintiff  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  depositions  of  certain  witnesses.  The 
bill  of  exceptions  then  proceeded  to  state,  that 
the  depositions  were  offeted  to  rebut  the  evi- 
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1826.     dence  of  fraud  in  fact,  and  the  evidence  of  a 

^^^I^^XlTs^  fraudulent  inte^it  in  the  grantor ;  but  the  Court 

see       declared  their  opinion  to  be,  that  the  last  men- 

Longworth.  tioned  evidence  offered  for  rebutting  the  charge 

of   fraud   was    inadmissible,  and   rejected   the 

whole  of  the  evidence  so  offered. 

Upon  these  exceptions,  a  verdict  and  judgment 
having  been  entered  for  the  defendant  io  the 
Court  below,  the  cause  was  brought  by  writ  of 
error  to  this  Court. 

Feh.  i5th.  The  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Seott^  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Hammond, 
for  the  defendant. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended^ 

1.  That  the  Court  below  erred  in  rejecting  the 
evidence  stated  in  the  first  bill  of  exceptions,  of 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  from  Doyle^ 
sen." 

2.  That  there  was  error  in  admitting  the  evi- 
dence; offered  by  the  defendant,  as  stated  in  the 
second  bill  of  exceptions,  to  impeach  the  deed 
for  fraud.  It  was  not  fraudulent  at  common  law 
prior  to  the  statute  \A  Eliz  c.  5.*  and  that  statute 
had  never  been  adopted  in  Ohioi' 

a  Co.Litt.9h.  3  Jtk.  Rep.  409>  2  Atk.  Rep.  465.  Print. 
Dec.  184  DougL  Rep.  3S4.  Awbl.  Rep.  194.  2  Burr.  Rep. 
193.  6  Eoft's  Rep.  486.  9  Maes.  Rep.  218.  15  Johns.  Rep. 
109.111. 

b  Roberte  tm  PraudSy  12—15.  aiul  note  (c.)  Id  37.'ll6.  574. 

1  Co.  Rep.  93  b.     Dyer,  192  b.  and  'i67  b.     \0  Co  Rep.  56. 

2  P.   fVms.  154.  157.    220.       Roberts    on    Frauds,  37.  and 
note  (p.) 

c  Oriiin.  Cong.  1787.  s.  1.  Laws  of  United  StaUSyVoh  1.  p. 
476.     2  Rev.  Code,  S02. 
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3.  The  evidence  stated  in  the  third  bill  of  ex-  1826. 
eeptions  was  erroneously  rejected,  even  sup- jJfJJJ^,'^^ 
posing  the  statute  13  Eliz.  c.  5.  to  be  in  force  in  see 
the  States  which  formed  the  territory  northwest  Longwortb. 
of:  the  river  Ohio.  The  statute  27  Eliz.  c.  4.  is 
codstrued  more  stAdngly  in  favour  of  purchasers, 
than  that  of  13  Eliz.  c.  5.  in  favour  of  creditors. 
A  mere  vphintary  conveyance,  und^r  the  last 
mentioned  statute,  is  only  presumptive  evidence 
of  an  intention  to  defraud  creditors,  and  may  be 
rebutted  by  countervailing  testimony/  The  au- 
thorities make  a  distinctions  between  a  convey- 
ance to  a  stranger,  and  a  conveyance  to  a  child, 
for  maintenance  and  advancement.  The  latter 
is  not  considered  as  voluntary.^  It  is  necessary 
to  prove  that  the  grantor  was  indebted  at  the 
tiine  of  making  the  conveyance/  A  voluntary 
settlement  by  a  trader,  who  afterwards  becomes 
bankrupt,  is  good  against  all  subsequent  credi- 
tors under  the  statnte  of  Eliz.,  although  it  is  void 
under  the  bankrupt  laws.''  Besides,  there  was, 
in  this  case,  evidi^nce  that  the  grantee  was  the 
creditor  of  the  grantor,  his  father ;  so  that,  though 
he  was  then  an  infant,  the  conveyance  was  not 

9 

a  1  Lev.  Rep.  150.  237-  1  ^en^•.  Rep.  293.  1  Ch.  Cat.  99. 
^l6.    t  Burr.  Rep.  1  Of  2.     Robertt  on  PrawUy  30. 1 9 1 . 

6  FonhLEq.  127.  (t».  1.)  Sugd.  Fend.  420.  1  P.  Wm. 
.112.  . 

c  1  Atk,  Rep.  94.     1  Voi,  Men.  Rep.  10.     2  Bro.  Ch.  Rep.  90. 

d  8  Fee.  Rep.  199.  1  Swanst.  Rep.  106.  Brownl.  Rep.  189. 
5  Vc8.  Rep.  SS4.  NewL  on  Cotiir.  385.  11  Mass.  Rep,  421. 
9  Mass.  Rpp.  390.     Ambl  Rep.  596.    3  Deseaus.  S.  C.  Rep,  1 . 
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1826.     voluntary,  but  for  a  TaluaUe  cauideralion/    If 

^J^^^;:^^  it  should  be  objected,  that  the  evidence  ofibred 

see       was  contrary  to  the  consideration  exprewed  in 

LoDgwoitb.  ^^^  deed,  the  answer  is,  that  the  party  may  over 

and  prove  a  consideration  different  frem  that 

expressed  in  the  conveyance^  if  it  be  consialMit 

with  that  expressed/     And  Courts  will  uphold 

settlements  made  upon  fair  and  bond^fide  inducA- 

ments,  by  every  reasonable  presumption  in  their 

favour/ 

• 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  waa  inaisted,. 

That  the  statutes  of  frauds  had  been  prac- 
tically adopted  in  Ohio,  by  the  Governor  and 
Judges,  under  the  provision  of  the  ordinance  of 
Congress  of  1787.''  To  adopt  theiHf  by  reference^ 
without  reciting  them  at  large,  has  been  the  usual 
mode  of  adopting  and  publishing  t£ie  English 
statutes  which  formed  parts  of  the  '^  laws  of  the 
original  States/'  The  common,  law  itself  is  in 
force  only  by  virtue  of  the  same  adoption.  The 
Bii^tutes  of  frauds  having  been  heretofore  gene- 
rally acted  upon,  and  coiisidered  aa  in  force^  the 
validity  of  their  adoption  and  promulgation  hav- 
ing never  been  doubted,  ought  not  now  to  be 
dr^wn  in  question.  The  construction  of  the 
statute  as  to  voluntary  conveyances  has  been  set- 
tled by  this  Court.  It  applies  as  well  to  eases 
where  the  conveyance  was  made  in  contempla- 

» 

a  Co*  Utt  2  i.    2  Lev.  Rep.  2X7.  ^ 

h  PMll,  Evid.  425i,  426.  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 
c  Roberts  on  Fraudi,  SO.  149'    2  P.   Wme,  24^.  Cat.   Temp, 
Talb.  64.     1  j4tk.  Rep.  1 88. 
d  OMo  Land  Lawe^  322. 
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tion  of  creating  a  debt»  .immediately  afterwards    1926. 
cootraotedy  a»  of.debtB  actuaJtty  exUting  at  *h^  jaJ^.7iX 
time."    But»  here,  copies  of  the  aeeouats,  upon       we 
ifbicbthe  judgmests  were  reeovered,  are  spread  i^gvonii. 
upon  tbe  record^  by  whidb  it  appears,  that  the 
causes  of  action  oo  tbe  part  of  the  creditors  of 
tbe  grantor,  arose  before  the  *  date  of  the  ileed. 
The  deed  itself  distinctly  stating  the  considera- 
tion upon  which  it  was  made,  proof  of  a  different 
consideration  was  inadmissible/    If  the  deed 
was  not  properly  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
it  was  not  notice  to  the  party  claiming  against 
it/    The  reeords  of  the   judgments  were  ad- 
missible in  cYidence  to  impeach  the  validity  of 
the  deed,  as  showing,  among  other  facts,  that 
the  grantor  was  indebted  at  tbe  time  it  was  exe- 
<^uted.    The  maxim  of  res  inter  alios  acta  cottld 
not  be  applicable  to  this  te8timony9:'any  more  than 
to  other  evidence  of  the  grantor  being  indebted 
at  the  time. 

Mr.  Justice  Thompson  delivered  the  opinion    Feb.  9sd. 
of  the  Court. 

The  premises  in  question  in  this  cause,  are  de- 
scribed as  in  lot  No.  107.  in  the  town  of  Ciooiiih 
natt ;  and,  it  is  admitted  on  the  record,  that  on 
the  28th  day  of  March,  1790;  Thomas  Doyle,  sen. 
was  seised  and  in  possession  of  this  lot.     Both 

a  Setton  v.  Wheaton,  8  W^at.  Rep.  242. 
6  a  p.  Wm.  203.    7  Johns.  Rep.  341.    1  Ves.seB.  Rep.  128. 
J  Jokms.  Ch.  Rep.  341. 

c  2  Binn.  Rep.  44.  51.     4  Wheal.  Rep.  486. 
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1826.     parties  derive  title  under  him.     The  lessor  of  the 
.^^71^7^^  plaintiff  claims  under  a  deed  of  the  date  above^ 
see       mentioned,  from  Thomas  Doyle,  sen.  to  his  son 
LoDgworOi.  Thomas*      And  the  defendant  sets  up  a  title 
under  a  judgment  against  Doyle  the  elder,  in  fa- 
vour  of  John   Graff,  entered    in  August,  1799. 
Upon  the  trial,  the  validity  of  the   deed  from 
Doyle  the  elder  to  his  son  was  the  main  subject 
of  inquiry.     Three  bills  of  exception  were  taken 
on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a 
verdict  entered  by  consent  for  the  defendant,  and 
the  case  is  brought  here  by  writ  of  error  to  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Ohio. 

1.  The  first  bill  of  exceptions  relates  to  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  deed  from  Doyle  the  el- 
der to  his  son.  Thi^  was  deemed  by  the  Court 
insufficient,  and  the  deed  rejected.  In  the  se^ 
oond  bill  of  exceptions,  however,  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  stated  again,  that  he  claimed  title 
under  the  same  deed  mentioned  in  the  first  ex- 
ception, by  virtue  of  which  Doyle  the  younger 
became  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in  question, 
and  which  had  descended  to  the  wife  of  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which  facts  he  adduced 
proof,  which  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  to 
which  proof  no  objecticm  appears  to  have  been 
made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  What  that 
proof  was  is  not  stated,  but  we  must  presume  it 
to  have  been  enough  to  prove  the  due  execution 
of  the  deed,  both  because  it  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  objected  to,  and  because  the  defend- 
ant went  into  evidence  to  show  the  deed  was 
fraudulent  and  void,  which  would  have  been  al- 
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together  irrelevant  if  the  dee  J  had  not  been  suf-     1826. 
ficiently  proved  to  be   submitted  to   the  J^^Y' ^^^^^Xi^m- 
This  might  supersede  the  necessity  of  this  Court       W6 
expressing  any  opinion  upon  the  sufficiency  of  Xjoo^worth. 
the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed ;  because,  ad- 
mitting the  Court  below  erred  in  rejecting  it  in 
the  first  instance,  still,  as  it  was  afterwards,  in  the 
progress  of  the  cau8e,<luly  proved,  the  judgment 
would  not  be  reversed  on  account  of  that  error, 
if  this  was  the  only  question  in  the  cause* 

We  notice  this  point  only  to  correct  what  we 
consider  a  misapprehension  of  the  plaintiflP^ 
counsel  as  to  the  practice  in  cases  of  this  kind. 
But,  as  this  cause  must  be  sent  back  to  another 
trial,  it  is  deemed  advisable  to  express  an  opi-' 
nion  npon  the  sufficiency  of  this  acknowledgment, 
the  certificate  of  which  is  as  follows :  ^^  Hamilton, 
SB.  Personally  before  me,  Thomas  Gibson,  one 
of  the  Justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
for  said  county,  the  above  named  Thomas  Doyle, 

and Doyle  his  wife,  who  being  examined 

separate  and  apart,  acknowletlged  the  foregoing 
deed  to  be  her  hand  and  seal,  free  act  and  deed, 
for  the  uses  and  purposes  mentioned."  The 
question  is,  whether  this-  can  bo  taken  for  the 
acknowledgment  of  Thomas  Doyle.  He  only 
has  signed  the  deed.  His  wife  is  not  named  as  a 
party  in  any  manner,  except  in  the  conclusion^ 
which  is  as  follows :  ^^  In  witness  whereof,  the 
said  Thomas  Doyle,  and  — — —  his  wife,  who 
hereby  relinquishes  her  right  of  dower  in  the 
premises,  have  hereto  severally  set  their  hands, 
and  affixed  their  seals,  the  day  and  year  first 
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1836<    above  written."    A  seal  is  affixed  to  the  deed, 
HMrtTHbut  no  signature. 


see  The  certificate  is  insufiicient,  anless  it  contains 

Longworth.  ^nougli  to  fthow,  With  all  reasonable  certainty, 
Tiiecmificaie^'**^^'  iH  poifit  of  foct^  Thomas  Doyle  did  appear 
of  ackiiow.  before  the  officer  and  acknowledflfe  the  deed. 
sufficient    to  And  this,  we  think,  it  doea  not  show.     It  doea 

provo  the  ezc* 

cuuon  of  the  not  OYeu  State  expressly,  that  Thomds  Doyle  ap- 
peared before  the  officer ;  bat  if  that  is  to  be  in-* 
ferredy  the  purpose  for  which  he  appeared  is  not 
stated,  so  that  nothing  can  be  inferred  from  the 
mere  fact  of  appearance.    It  does  not  set  forth 
that  he,  in  point  of  fact,  did  acknowledge  the 
deed,  or  did  any  one  act  that  might  by  possibiitty 
be  constmed   into  an  acknowledgment.      The 
certificate  does  state  that  the  wife  did  acknotdedge 
the  deed,  which,  if  true,  necessarily  implies,  that 
«Ae  appeared  before  the  magistrate,  although  that 
fact  is  not  stated.    The  form  of  the  certificate  \b 
adapted  to  the  acknowledgment  of  the  wife.    It 
states,  that  being  examined  separate  and  apart, 
she  acknowledged  tlie  deed  to  be  her  hand  and  seal, 
free  act  and  deed.    The  relinquishment  of  dow- 
er, and  the  affixing  of  the  seal,  show  that  she 
was  intended  to  be  made  a  party ;  and  if  the 
Court  was  at  liberty  to  conjecture,  or  indulge 
any  intendment  about  the  real  ftkct,  it  would  be 
as  reasonable,  if  not  more  so,  to  infer,  that  the 
wife  did  appear,  and  make  the  acknowledgment 
certified,  and  by  niiistake  omitted  to  sign  the 
de^d,  than  that  the  husband  acknowledged  it. 
Bat  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  ought  nert 
to  be  left  in  such  uncertainty.    It  is  expnrte  proof 
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of  the  deed  ;  find  it  ought  to  appear  with  all  rea-     1826. 
sonable  certainty,  that  the  requisites  of  the  law  ^J^J^^JfJJ^ 
had  been  complied  with.     The  deed  was,  there-       see 
fore,  properly  rejected  in  the  first  instance.  Longwonh. 

2.  The  second  bill  of  exceptions  necessarily  g^^^^^  ^^^^^ 
presupposes  that  the  deed  was  in  evidence  before  "®°- 
the  jury.  For  it  states,  that  the  defendant,  in 
order  to  prove  that  the  deed  was  made  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  creditors,  and,  therefore,  void, 
having  read  some  depositions  to  prove  that  fact, 
offered  in  evidence  the  records  of  two  judgments 
recovered  against  Doyle  the  elder ;  one  in  fa- 
vour of  John  Graff,  on  the  first  Tuesday  in  Au- 
gust, 1799,  for  upwards  of  900  dollars,  and  the 
other  in  favour  of  Edward  Shoemaker,  in  Octo- 
ber term,  1800,  for  about  500  dollars-  To  the 
admission  of  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  ob- 
jected as  incompetent  evidence,  on  the  ground 
that  these  were  proceedings  inter  alios,  to  which 
Doyle  the  younger  was  in  nowise  a  party.  The 
objection  was  overruled,  and  the  evidence  ad- 
mitted. 

It  will'  be  perceived,  that  the  objection  to  the  ^n  examining 
evidence  was  specifically  placed  on  the  ground,  i»ty  of tesumo- 
that  Doyle  the  younger  was  not  a  party  to  the  excepting  is  to 

•      1  Ai*^  111  ■  ,be  confined  to 

judgments.      And  it  may  well   be   questioned,  the  specific  ob> 
whether,  when  the  purpose  for  which  the  evi-«thi°irilK*" 
dence  is  offered  is  specifically  avowed,  the  Court  \ 
will  look  at  it  in  any  other  point  of  view,  or  in- 
quire whether  it  might  not  be  proper  for  some  / 
other  purpose.     As  a  general  rule,  we  think,  the 
party  ought  to  be  confined,  in  examining  the  ad- 
Voi.  XT.  27 


^ 
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1826.  ;  missibility  of  evidence,  to  the  specific  objeetiou 
j^[r^^^5fL^  taken  to  it.     The  atteotion  of  the  Court  is  call- 
sec       ed  to.  the  testimony  in  that  point  of  view  only  ; 
Longwortb.  ^^^j   ^^    admit    an    inquiry    afterwards,  whe- 
ther the  evidence  might  not  have  been  admissi- 
\    ble  for  some  other  purpose,  would  be  sanction- 
ing a  course  of  practice  calculated  to  mislead. 

It  is  unnecessary,  however,  in  this  case,  to  put 
the  question  on  that  ground,  for  the  evidence 
was  admissible  in  whatever  light  the  objection  is 
taken. 
Evidence  of  Tho  cousidcration  expressed  in  the  deed  from 
against  the  Doylo  thc  cldcr  to  his  son,  is  natural  love  and 
mi^sVbie  to  \m'-  affcction,  and  the  judgments  were  introduced  to 
arfraudlhfnt^  show  that  the  grautor  was  in  debt  at  the  time  of 
giving  the  deed,  which,  as  was  contended,  would 
render  it  void  as  against  creditors.  This  was, 
therefore,  necessarily,  an  inquiry  into  matters  to 
which  the  grantee  in  the  deed  was  not  a  parly. 
It  was  certainly  competent  for  the  defendant  to 
show  that  the  grantor  was  indebted  at  the  time 
he  made  the  conveyance  ;  this  was  a  necessary 
step  towards  establishing  the  fraud  ;  and  if  these 
judgments  conduced  to  prove  that  fact,  they  could 
not  be  shut  out  as  incompetent  evidence.  The 
extent  and  effect  of  the  evidence  was  matter  for 
the  jury.  If  the  evidence  ought  to  have  been 
excluded  because  Doyle  the  younger  was  not  a 
party  to  the  judgments,  the  same  objection.would 
have  lain  against  the  proof  of  his  being  in  debt 
to  others  in  any  manner  whatever ;  that  would 
have  been  equally  an  inquiry  into  matters  to 
which  the  grantee  in  the  deed  was  not  a  party. 
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There  was,  therefore,  no  objection  to  the  evi-     1826. 
dence  on  this  ground.  ^^Z^s- 

The  judgments  appear  to  have  been  entered       see 
some  short  time  after  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  Longwortfa. 
it  is  said,  that  a  voluntary  deed  is  void  only  as  to    .     ,   , 

^  J  ^  A  voluntary 

antecedent,  and  not  subsequent  creditors,  unless  <^«^d  is  void 

;  *  ^  -only  as  to  an- 

made  with  a  fraudulent  intent ;  and  this  appears  teeedent,  and 

^,.^~  I'll         •    "°^  "^  *°  '^^^' 

to  be  the  doctrine  of  this  Court,  as  laid  down  m  teqtumt  credi- 

Sexton  V.  Wheaton,  (8  Wheat.  Rep.  242.)  after  av/  VA«a/on) 

review  of  the  leading  authorities  on  this  ques- vnr.  V  242.) 

tion.     But  copies  of  the  accounts  upon  which  fv^dence"how! 

the  judgments  were  founded,  are  spread  upon  ciusco? action 

the  record,  by  which  it  appears,  that  the  cause* •^'^»^®^j^^^^°^'* 

of  action  arose  before  the  date  of  the  deed.     If  deed,      aoii, 

therefore,       it 

these  accounts  did  not  properly  form  a  part  of^-^  evidence 

.  1  1.        to  belefttothe 

the  record,  according  to  the  course  and  practice  j"ry,  to  prove 
of  the  Court  where  the  judgments  were  entered,  or  was  indebt- 

•  /»  i»^»  1111  i_  i^cdat  the  time 

a  specific  objection  should  have  been  made  to  of  the  execu- 
their  being  received  in  evidence,  which  would  deed.  °^  **^" 
have  led  to  the  inquiry  whether  they  properly 
formed  a  part  of  the  record ;  but,  as  the  ques- 
tion is  now  presented  to  this  Court,  we  cannot 
say  that  these  accounts  are  to  be  stricken  out  of 
the  record.  They  may  be  looked  to  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  Doyle  the  elder  was  in 
debt  at  the  date  of  the  deed ;  but,  whether  to  an 
extent  which  would  avoid  the  deed,  must  depend 
on  circumstances  which  are  not  to  be  inquired 
into  by  this  Court.  There  was  no  error,  there- 
fore, in  the  admission  of  this  evidence. 

3.  The  third  exception  arises  on  the  rejection 
of  certain  depositions  offered  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.     The  introductory  part  of 
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1826.  the  bill  of  exceptions  sets  out,  '*  that  after  tb^ 
^f^^^l^^J^^  admission  of  the  evidence  aforesaidi  (the  judg- 
see  ment  records,)  and  in  order  to  repel  the  pre- 
Longworth.  suoiption  of  fraud  in  Doyle  the  elder,  and  that 
The  evidence  ^®  had  an  intention  to  defraud  creditors  by 
°uiSt!ff^o  le-  D^^^J^i^g  ^b®  ®*i^  deed,  but  to  prove  that  Doyle 
pel   the  pre-  the  vounffer  was  the  creditor  of  his  father,  the 

sumption       of  -^  °  rr        j  « 

fraud,  was  ad- evidence  was  offered." 

having  *  been  The  concludiug  part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions 
double  purpose  alleges,  that  the  dcpositions  wofo  offered  to  re- 
D?thTyouigeJ  but  thc  ovidencc  oi  fraud  infactj  and  the  evi- 
of*'hu*^fa?h«' d^Dce  of  a  fraudulent  intent  in  the  grantor, 
shoir  ulriiti^  Doyle  the  elder.  But  the  Court  declared  their 
cider  ?i  ^'o\n^t  ^pii^i^D  ^0  bc,  that  the  last  mentioned  evidence, 
the'^'umr^  the  ^^^'^^^  ^^^  rcbuttiug  the  charge  of  fraud,  was 
deed  was  exe-  inadmissible,  and  rejected  the  whole  of  the  said 

cuted.  ,  • 

evidence  so  offered. 

Looking,  then,  as  we  must,  to  the  whole  bill  of 
exceptions,  to  collect  its  true  meaning  and  import, 
we  must  understand  the  evidence  to  have  been 
offered  for  the  double  purpose  of  showing  that 
Doyle  the  younger  was  a  creditor  of  his  father, 
and  that  by  reason  thereof,  although  the  consi- 
deration in  the  deed  purported  to  be  natural. love 
and  affection,  it  could  not  be  considered  as  given 
with  intention  to  defraud  creditors ;  and,  also, 
to  rebut  the  evidence  of  fraud  in  fact,  and  to 
show  the  character  and  situation  of  Doyle  the 
elder  in  point  of  property,  at  the  time  he  exe< 
cuted  the  deed  in  question. 

If  the  testimony  offered  was  admissible  for 
either  of  the  purposes  above  stated,  the  Court 
erred  in  rejecting  it. 
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That  the  evidence  was  proper  for  the  latter  1826. 
purposoi  cannot  be  quei^tioned.  The  charge  HJlJ^^^Le*- 
against  the  grantor  was^  that  he  was  guilty  of  ^^ 
fraud  in  fact  in  making  the  deed  to  his  son  ;  Lonswortb. 
that  it  was  done  for  the  express  purpose  of  de* 
frauding  his  creditors ;  and  it  was  proper  evi- 
dence, therefore,  to  rebut  this  allegation,  to  show 
that  the  grantor  had  the  means  of  paying  his 
debts  independent  of  the  property  conveyed  to 
his  son.  Whether  the  evidence  would  have 
made  out  that  fact  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury, 
is  not  for  this  Court  to  inquire.  If  it  conduced 
to  make  out  that  fact,  it  should  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. XA  deed 
from  a  parent  to  a  child,  for  the  consideration  of 
love  and  affection,  is  not  absolutely  void  as 
against  creditors.  It  may  be  so  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances ;  byt  the  mere  fact  of  being  in  debt 
to  a  small  amount,  would  not  make  the  deed 
fraudulent,  if  it  could  be  shown,  that  the  grantor 
was  in  prosperous  circumstances,  and  unembar- 
rassed, and  that  the  gift  to  the  child  was  a  rea- 
sonable provision  according  to  his  state  and  con- 
dition in  life,  and  leaving  enough  for  the  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  grantor .VThe  want  of  a  va-> 
luable  consideration  may  be  a  badge  of  frauds 
but  it  is  only .  presumptive,  and  not  conclusive^ 
evidence  of  it,  and  may  be  met  and  rebutted  bVi 
evidence  on  the  other  side.  The  evidence  of- 
fered to  show  that  Doyle  the  elder  was  indebted 
to  his  son  to  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the 
property  conveyed  to  him,  was  declared  also  to 
be  for  the  purpose  of  repelling  the  presumption 


214  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.     of  fraud  in  fact,  and  to  show  that  there  could 
^i^Y^  ^ftve  been  no  such  intentibn  to  defraud  his  ere- 

Hinde  8  Lies- 
see       ditorsi  bj  putting  his  property  out  of  their  reach, 

Longworth.  without  receiving  any  real  and  adequate  conside- 
ration for  it.  Doyle  the  elder  might  have  sold 
the  land  to  his  son,  or  to  a  stranger,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  and  given  a  good  title  for  the 
same,  although  his  debts  might  have  been  double 
in  amount  to  the  value  of  his  property,  unless 
his  creditors  had  acquired  a  lien  upon  it.  It 
would  have  been  no  fraud  in  judgment  of  law 
against  his  creditors,  for  him  to  have  paid  (m«, 

Evidence  ad- and  left  the  otheTS  unpaid.  Had  the  evidence 
:^^r:.o.h.';been  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 

consideration    .iii  •  /•  tri  -j^* 

than  that  ex-  the  dood  was  giveu  for  a  valuiwle  connderatum^ 

d^dTif  not  inland  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  from  the  fa- 

Jhe"'ion5drri-  thcr  to  thc  SOU,  and  not  for  the  consideration  of 

^^^^^^'^^^'laveamd  affectixm^  as  expressed  ^n  the  deed,  it 

might  well  be  considered  as  contradicting  the 

deed.     It  would  then  be  substituting  a  vaiuable 

for  a  good  consideration,  and  a  violation  of  the 

well  settled  rule  of  law,  that  parol  evidence  is 

inadmissible  to  annul,  or  substantially  vary,  a 

writteii  agreement. 

But  that  was  not  the  object  for  which  the  evi- 
dence was  offered,  or  the  effect  it  was  intended 
it  should  have.  It  could  not,  in  any  respect, 
vary  or  alter  the  deed,  or  give  to  it  a  different 
construction  or  operation  between  the  parties  to 
it.  The  defendant  had  attempted  to  invalidate 
the  deed  by  going  into  proof  of  circumstances 
out  of  the  instrument  itself,  and  unconnected 
with  it,  and  which  circumstances,  it  was  con- 
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tended,  showed   a  fraudulent  intention  in  the     1826. 
grantor,  in  conveying  the  lot  in  question  to  his  ^10^^ 
son.    And  the   evidence  of  the   father's  l>eing        v. 
indebted  to  the  son,  was  to  meet,  and  repel,  the 
presumption  of  fraud  which  was  attempted  to 
be  raised  against  the  deed  bj  reason  of  suc^  ex- 
trinsic circumstances.    The  evidence  which  has 
been  admitted  to  show  the  fraud,  and  that  which 
was  offered  to  rebut  it,  related  to  collateral  and 
independent  facts  unconnected  with  the  deed, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  in   any  manner,  vary 
or  alter  its  terms. 

The  third  exception  was,  accordingly,  well 
taken.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  must, 
therefore,  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  issue  a  venire  de  novo. 


[Local  Law.] 

LixTLEPAGE  against  Fowler  and  Othws. 

The  following  entrj  is  invalid,  for  want  of  that  certainty  and  preci- 
sion which  the  local  laws  and  decisions  require:  ''January  27 
1783.  J.  C.  L.  enters  20,000  acres  of  land  on  twenty  treasury  war- 
rants, No.  8,859,  be.  beginning  at  the  mouth  of  a  enek  falling 
into  the  wiainfork  of  JAeking^  on  the  north  side,  hdaw  some  cedar 
difif  and  about  85  miles  abore  the  Vjpper  Bine  JAdtiy  and  running 
from  said  beginning  up  the  north  side  of  Licking,  and  bounding 
with  the  same  as  far  as  will  amount  to  ten  miles  when  reduced  to  a 
straight  line,  thence  extending  from  each  end  of  said  reduced  line, 
a  northerly  course  at  right  angles  to  the  same  for  quantity." 
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1826.        THIS  cause  was  argued  hj  Mr.  JStM,  for  the 
^JJJJ^^^  appellant/  and  by  Mr.  Talbot^  for  the  respond- 


V. 

Fowler. 
Feb.  IM. 


ent.* 


Feh.aad. 


Mr.  Justice  Johnson  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 

This  cause  comes  up  by  appeal  from  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Kentucky,  in  which  the  appellant 
filed  his  bill  to  compel  the  defendants  to* con- 
vey to  him  20,000  acres  of  land  in  right  of  a 
prior  entry.  The  defendants,  having  obtained 
the  prior  patent,  relied  upon  their  prior  legal 
rights ;  and/  on  the  hearing  below,  the  bill  was 
dismissed.  The  entry  on  which  the  complain- 
ants relied  was  in  these  words : 
Entty.  "  January  27,  1783.  John  Carter  Littlepage 
enters  20,000  acres  of  land  on  twenty  treasiiry 
warrants,  No.  8,859,  &c.  beginning  at  the  mouth 
of  a  creek  falling  into  the  main  fork  of  Licking, 
on  the  north  side  behw  some  cedar  cliffsj  and 

a  He  cited  Pannel  v.  Johnson,  2  Wheat,  Rep-  211.  Hite  ▼. 
Graham,  2  jBf66.  Rep.  143.  White  v.  Wilson,  3  Bibb.  Rep.  542. 
Whitatorv.  Hall,  1  Bibb.  Rep.  79.  Bodley  v.  Taylor, 5  CraiirJI*« 
Rep.  2^4.  M<Gee  V.  Thompson,  1  Bibb.  Rep.  132.  Marshall 
V.  Currie,  4  Cranch's  Rep.  176,  177*  Bush  v.  Todd,  1  Bihb. 
Rep.  64.  Whiuker  V.  Hale,  JJ  73.  Roberts  v.  Huff,  AirdiM't 
R^.  382.  Taylor  v.  Kincaid,  Id.  82.  Bowman  v.  Meilio, 
3  Bibb.  Rep.  153. 

b  He  cited  Hite  v.  Graham,  2  Bibb.  Rep.  144.  M^Kee  v.  Bod- 
ley,  2  Bibb.  Rep.  482.  Whitaker  vi  Hale,  1  Bt56.  Rep.  79. 
Craig  V.  Hawkins,  1  jBt&6.  Rep.  53.  Smith  v.  Walton,  3  BUb. 
Rep.  153.  Garland  r.  Rowland,  Id.  127-  Webb  ▼•  Bedford, 
2  Bibb.  Rep.  259-  Greenup  v.  Lyne,  Id'.  37*  Mercer  v.  Inrtns, 
Id.  471.  Laudrum  v.  Hite,  1  Marsh.  Kentucky  Rq9.  419*  Bartas 
V.  Calhoun,  2  Marsh.  Kentuck.  Rep.  169. 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  217 

about  thirty-five  miles  above  the  Upper  Blue  Lick,    1 826. 
and  running  from  said  beginning  up  the  north  LitUepace^ 
side  of  Licking,  and  bending  with  the  same,  as       y. 
far  as  will  amount  to  ten  miles  when  reduced  to 
a  straight  line,  thence  extending  from  each  end 
of  said  reduced  line  in  a  northwardly  course  at 
right  uigles  to  the  same  for  quantity." 

The  only  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  this  jj,^^"^j*j{J"  ^J," 
entry  contains  that  legal  precision  which  the  tbu  entry. 
land  laws  of  Kentucky  require  to  make  an  en- 
try a  valid  appropriation  of  the  land.  For  the 
defendants,  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  vague,  and 
calculated  either  to  mislead  a  subsequent  loca- 
tor, or  impose  upon  him  an  unreasonable  labour 
in  the  effort  to  identify  it. 

On  this  subject,  the.  rule  of  the  law  of  that   General  rule 

as  to  the  vali- 

State,  and  the  rule  of  reason,  is,  that  the  objects  ^itj  of  entries. 
called  for  to  designate  the  land  appropriated, 
should  be  specific  ;  and,  if  not  notorious  in  them- 
selves, that  they  should  be  so  indicated  with  re- 
ference to  those  which  are  notorious,  as  to  ena- 
ble a  subsequent  locator  to  discover  and  identify 
them  by  using  ordinary  diligence. 

The  locative  calls  in  this  cause  are,  a  creek 
emptjang  into  the  main  fork  of  Licking  on  the 
north  side,  below  some  cedar  cliffs.  It  is  not 
pretended,  that  these  objects  have  the  attribute 
of  notoriety,  and,  in  order  to  lead  to  their  disco- 
very, the  subsequent  locator  is  referred  to  the 
main  branch  of  Licking  river,  and  the  Upper 
Blue  Lick,  which  are  notorious,  and  to  the  posi- 
tion and  distance  of  the  beginning  point  of  the 
entry,  with  reference  to  the  lick  and  the^river. 

Vol.  XI.  28 
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182&         A  subsequent  locater,  then,  having  this  efsAty 
"i^y^  in  bis  hand;  and  proposing  to  appropriate  the  ad- 
▼.       jacent  residuum,  proceeds  to  the  lick  as  his  start* 
ing  point ;  when  there,  he  knows  that  the  land 
lies  above  him  with  reference  to  the  river,  upon 
the  river  bank,  and,  in  the  language  of  the  entry, 
'*  about  thirty-five  miles  above  the  Upper  Blue 
Lick." 
On  what  prin-     The  first  questiou  which  then  occurs  to  him, 
tance'^ctiiedis  that  which  has  constituted  the  principal  sub- 
puled?  *  *^°"'"  ject  of  argument  in  this  cause.    Upon  what  prin- 
ciple is  the  distance  here  called  for  to  be  com- 
puted ?    For  the  appellant,  it  is  contended,  that 
he  should  pursue  the  meanders  of  the  river,  or 
the  most  practicable  route  by  land  ;  for  the  ap- 
pellee, that  he  must  apply  the  mathematical  prin- 
ciple to  the  entry,  and  take  the  shortest  line  that 
can  be  drawn  between  the  two  poiiUs ;  and  both 
contend,  that  they  are  sustained  by  actj^udicated 
cases. 
Examination     Wc  havc  cxamincd  those  cases,  and  are  satis- 

of  the  cases  on  i«i«i 

this  subject,  fied,  that  neither  party  is  supported  m  his  doc- 
trine as  a  universal  principle;  but  that  the 
Courts  of  Kentucky,  with  that  good  sense  which 
uniformly  distinguishes  their  efforts  to  extricate 
themselves  from  that  chaos  of  rights  ia  which 
political  relations,  and  inveterate  practice,  had 
involved  tfaemi  have  left  each  case  to  be  governed 
by  its  own  merits,  wherever  distance  has  been 
resorted  to  as  the  means  of  identifying  a  loca- 
tive call.  And  certainly  the  sense  in  which  the 
enterer  uses  the  reference  to  distance,  is  the 
only  general  rule  that  can  govern  a  Court  in  con- 
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stfuing  aa  entry.    That  sense  may  be  gathered     1826! 
froifc  Ins  language,  or  inferred  from  the  habits  of  Luu^age' 
men,  and  the  state  of  the  country ;  but,  as  he  is       ▼• 
responsible  for  the  sufficiency  of  his   entry,  it 
would  be  unfair  to  impose  an  arbitrary  and  unu- 
sual meaning  upon  the  language  of  unlettered 
men,  exploring  a  country  covered  with  thickets, 
and  replete  with  dangers. 

For  these  reasons,  the  straight  line,  as  the 
fneckM  of  ascertaimng  a  locative  call,  has  cer- 
tainly been  rejected  as  a  general  rule.  Such 
was  the  case  in  Hite  v.  Graham  et  al.  (2  BAh. 
Rep.  144, 145.)  M'Kee  v.  BodUy,  (2  Bibh.  Rep. 
482.)  Whitakw^  v.  Hale  et  al  (1  Bibh.  Rep. 
79.)  As  the  method  of  surveying  an  entry^ 
however,  the  meanders  of  a  river  are  always  re- 
duced to  a  straight  line,  and  to  this  class  of  fiases 
bre  all  those  quoted  for  the  appellee  to  be  refer- 
ed.  {Craig  v.  Hawkins^  Heirs,  1  BM.  Rep. 
53.  and  many  others.)  Yet,  in  the  case  of  3fKee 
V.  BodUy^  before  cited,  both  the  direction  and 
admeasurement  of  a  straight  line  are  resorted  to 
for  the  purpose  of 'verifying  a  call  lying  on  the 
side  of  a  road.  And  the  reason  is  obvious  ;  in 
that  case,  the  shortness  of  the  line,  as  well  as 
the  phraseology  of  the  entry,  rendered  it  admis- 
$iU0  that  the  enterer  referred  to  distance  as  as- 
certained by  direct  measurement. 

One  general  rule  is  never  departed  from,  to  Distance  indi- 
wit,  that  when  distance  is  indicated  by  a  road,  itjoid.    ^^ 
shall  be  held  to  mean,  by  the  meanders  of  a  road. 
{Wkilaker  v.   Hahj  tupra  and  passim.)     8o, 
also,  where  there  is  no  road  or  trace,  the  most 
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1826.     usual  route,  if  there  be  proved  such  a  route  to  exist, 
V^^^^  seems  to  be  the  rule.     So  it  is  laid  down  in  Hite 

Littlepage 

V.  V.  Gfraha^m  et  al.  in  which,  also,  the  general  rule 
as  to  the  sense  in  which  the  language  of  entries 
is  to  be  received,  is  explicitly  declared  to  be  *^  ac- 
cording to  the  popular  acceptation  at  the  time 
when  the  entry  was  made."  And,  although,  in 
the  case  of  White  v.  WiUon,  (3  Bibh.  Rep.  542.) 
a  learned  Judge  is  reported  to  have  said,  ''  that 
there  seems  to  be  a  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  the 
most  natural  construction  of  a  locative  call  in  an 
entry  where  a  given  distance,  up  or  down  a  water- 
Diatances  spe- course,  is  Specified,"  we  cannot  but  think,  that 

cified  on  wa-    _  i  i  •    i  i  i 

ter  courses,  the  samo  ruIcs  which  govern  the  cases  on  the 
subject  of  distances  by  land,  have  been  distinctly 
and  rationally  applied  to  distances  called  for  with 
reference  to  water  courses. 

Distances  on  the  Ohio  are  invariably  measured 
according  to  its  meanders.  {Hite  v.  Grrahamy 
2  Bibh.  Rep.  143.  Johnson  v.  PanneP$  HeirSj 
2  Wheat.  Rep.  207.)  Nor  is  there  any  thing  ar- 
bitrary in  the  rule,  nor  leading  to  a  result  so  in- 
definite as  the  supposed  distinction  between 
great  and  small  water  courses.  Their  namga- 
hie  cAaracfer .  furnishes  the  rule  by  identifying 
them  with  highways,  and  thus  the  popular  accep* 
tation  of  terms  still  furnishes  the  distinction. 
This  is  very  obvious  from  the  case  of  Hite  v. 
Graham^  in  which  the  Court  say,  *^  As  the  Ohio 
is  the  usual  way  of  passing  from  one  point  on  it  to 
another,  and  was,  at  an  early  day,  the  great  high- 
way of  coming  to  that  part  of  this  country,"  &c. 
And,  in  the  same  case,  speaking  of  the  Little 


immm 
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Sandy,  the  Court  observes,  ''  This  call,  like  that  1826. 
for  distance  on  the  Ohio,  is  not  explicit  as  to  ^JJ^^^^ 
eonipating  it.  But  this  stream,  though  like  the  _  ▼. 
Ohio  navigable,  is  not  like  it  impassable,  except 
occasionally  ;  and  a  person,  in  passing  from  one 
point  of  it  to  another,  is  not  necessarily  confined 
to  the  winding  of  the  stream.  A  direct  line, 
however,  would  be  impracticable  to  travel  and 
use,  put  it  out  of  the  question  as  being  a  way  in 
which  a  call  of  this  kind  would  ever  be  under- 
stood by  any  one.''  And  thus,  in  the  case  of 
Bowman  y.  Melton,  (2  Bibh.  Rep.  153.)  where 
the  call  was  for  thirteen  or  fourteen  miles  up  a 
small  stream,  the  Court  observed,  '*  It,  indeed, 
is  not  probable,  that  the  distance  along  the  mean- 
ders of  the  water  course  was  intended,  because, 
it  is  believed,  that  it  never  was  usual  to  travel 
with  the  meanders  of  a  small  stream  to  ascertain 
the  distance  of  one  object  from  another ;  nor 
is  it  probable  that  the  distance  by  a  direct  line 
was  intended,  because  it  would  extend  beyond 
the  head  of  the  water  course.  But,  it  is  rather 
to  be  presumed,  that  reputed  distance  was 
meant." 

Since,  then,  all  the  testimony  goes  to  esta- 
blish, that  Licking,  above  the  Upper  Blue  Lick, 
is  not  a  navigable  stream,  at  least  not  so  as  to 
be  resorted  to  as  a  highway,  especially  for  as- 
cending navigation,  it  follows,  that  the  inquiries 
of  a  subsequent  locater,  who  wished  to  appro- 
priate the  residuum  adjacent  to  this  entry,  or  of 
the  surveyor  who  had  a  warrant  to  survey  it, 
would  be  for  a  creek  entering  into  Licking  on  the 
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1826.  north  side,  at  a  distance  from  the  lick  of  about 
thirty-five  miles,  by  some  practicable  route.  The 
ailswrn*  to  this  inquiry,  as  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence, would  direct  him  immediate  to  the  fork 
of  Licking.  For  Morrow,  one  of  the  witnesses, 
swears,  that  he  could  reach  that  point  by  travel* 
ling  in  a  practicable  route  about  thirty-five  or  forty 
miles,  (p.  486.  of  the  record)  and  in  a  direct 
line  it  is  ascertained  to  be  about  thirty  miles* 
Nor  would  the  call  for  the  cedar  cliffs  be  wanting 
here,  for,  it  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  the  call  is 
not  for  a  cliff  adjoining,  or  near  to,  or  in  sight  of, 
the  mouth  of  the  creek,  but  merely  for  a  cliff  at 
an  indefinite  distance  above  the  mouth  of  the 
creek.  Whereas  all  the  witnesses  who  are  ex* 
amined  to  identify  the  mouth  of  Foxe's  creek, 
where  this  entry  is  claimed  to  lie,  answer  under 
the*  impression,  that  the  cliff  is  to  be  immediately 
above  or  adjoining  the  mouth  of  the  creek. 
In  this  particular,  there  is  much  reason  to  be- 
lieve, that  Foxe's  creek  stands  alone  on  the  north 
side  of  Licking ;  but  the  call  is  vague  and  inde- 
finite on  this  point,  since  it  is  answered,  if  the 
creek  is  below  the  cliffs  at  any  reasonable  dis- 
tance. 

We  will  now  suppose  the  locator  dissatisfied, 
or  in  doubt,  with  regard  to  the  object  thus  found, 
and,  returning  to  the  lick,  resolved  to  renew  his 
researches.  The  idea  of  finding  the  mouth  of 
Foxe's  creek,  by  following  a  direct  line,  is  out  of 
the  case,  since  no  course  is  furnished  him  by 
the  entry,  on  which  to  pursue  his  researches  for 
this  object.     He  must,  then,  either  renew  his  in- 
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quiries  for  some  other  creek  of  the  desoriptioii    183& 
called  for ;  or,  adopting  the   meanders  of  the  "j^^^^^ 
river  as  his  guide,  pursue  his  way  up  it9  mar«        ▼. 
gm. 

In  answer  to  his  inquiries,  it  is  obvious,  that 
any  creek  lying  between  the  north  fork  of  Lick- 
ing and  Foxe's  creek,  would  be  recommended  to 
his  examination  in  preference  to  Foxe's ;  because 
the  latter  must  be  farther  removed  from  the  dis* 
tance  of  thirty-five  miles  than  any  one  lying 
above  it.  If,  then,  the  enterer  intlended  to  appro- 
priate his  land  at  the  mouth  of  Foxe's  creek,  it  is 
obvious,  that  his  call  for  distance  is  calculated  to 
mislead,  not  to  direct,  a  subsequent  locater. 

But,  as  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  cause^  of 
any  road,  trace,  or  explored  route,  leading  from 
the  lick  to  the  mouth  of  any  of  these  creeks,  let 
us  suppose  the  explorer  at  liberty  to  take  the 
course  contended  for  in  behalf  of  the  appellant, 
and  to  thread  his  way  up  the  meanders  of  the  river. 
When  he  reaches  the  mouth  of  Foxe's  creek,  he 
finds  himself  short  of  the  distance  called  for  by 
more  than  one  third  of  the  whole,  that  is  to  say, 
by  eleven  miles.  Does  the  cause  afford  any 
ground,  or  the  cases  any  principle,  which  will 
authorize  his  stopping  there  ? 

The  call  is  for  a  creek  *^  about  thirty-five 
miles''  above  the  lick.  We  are  not  disposed  to 
restrict  the  appellant  to  the  rigid  rule  formerly 
laid  down  by  the  Courts,  by  which  the  word 
*'  about"  was  rejected,  and  the  entry  limited  to 
the  number  called  for*  In  mrveyimg  entries, 
there  is  little  doubt  that  this  is  the  rule  ;  but,  in 
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Fowler. 


1826.  measuring  dUtrnices^  a  more  liberal  rule  is  laid 
^fJJj^l^^IJ^  down  in  the  more  modern  case  of  Jones  v.  Plmmr- 
T.  mer,  of  which  we  are  disposed  to  allow  the  party 
the  full  benefit.  (2  Littd.  162.)  It  is  in  these 
words,  '<  According  to  repeated  decisions  of  this 
Court  under  the  word  *  about/  the  subsequent 
adventurer  might  be  required  to  stop  a  little  short 
of|  or  extend  the  search  a  little  beyond  the  dis- 
tance called  for." 

Buty  according  to  the  principle  of  this  rule,  if 
he  might  stop  eleven  miles  short,  he  may  advance 
eleven  miles  beyond  the  distance  called  for ;  and 
two  ai|d  twenty  miles  search,  or  even  the  half  of 
it,  on  the  margin  of  such  a  stream,  or  any  stream, 
would  be  too  much  to  require  of  a  subsequent 
locator. 

Had  the  object  called  for  bad  any  claim  to  the 
attribute  of  notoriety,  it  might  have  had  some 
greater  claim  to  indulgence,  on  the  principle  of 
Taylor  v.  Kincaid,  (Hardin.  Rep.  82.)  or,  had 
there  been  proved  a  known  and  received  compu- 
tation of  distance  attributed  to  the  object,  it 
might  have  been  considered  with  reference  to  the 
principle  in  Bowman  v.  Mdlin^  (3  Bibh.  Rep. 
153.) 

But  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  receiyed  esti- 
mation of  distance  from  the  lick  to  the  mouth  of 
this  creek ;  nor  is  there  the  least  evidence  that  it 
took  the  name  of  Foxe's  prior  to  the  entry.  On 
the  contrary,  and  this  furnishes  another  legal 
objection  to  this  entry,  there  is  evidence,  that 
at  that  time,  and  a  year  before,*  it  bore  the  name 

a  John  M'Intire's  deposition. 
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of  Indian  creek,  and  there  is  on  the  record  a    1826. 
copy  of  an  entrjr*  made  upon  it  by  that  name,  lJJJJ^C^* 
in  the  same  year,  and  only  seven  months  junior        ^^ 
to  the  entry  of  the  appellants.    Indeed,  the  time 
and  incident  that  gave  it  the  name  it  now  bears, 
are  positively  proven  to  be  cotemporaneous  with 
the  survey. 

And,  finally,  if  resort  be  had  to  the  means  of 
testing  the  identity  of  the  call  admitted  in  M*Kee 
V.  BodUfy^  to  wit,  course  and  distance  in  a  right 
line,  we  find  the  test  entirely  fatal  to  the  call  in 
this  instance.  The  course  is  not  given,  and  the 
distance  is  not  one  third  of  that  called  for.  And 
we  farther  fiind,  that  there  are  at  least  two  streams 
on  the  same  river  which  answer  the  call,  when 
subj^ected  to  this  test,  infinitely  better ;  to  wit, 
that  now  called  the  north  fork,  but  which  was 
formerly  known  as  an  undistinguished  creek,  and 
Warwick's  creek  or  run,  the  former  near  thirty- 
five  miles,  and  the  latter  twenty-seven  and  a  half 
on  a  direct  line  from  the  lick. 

On  no  principle,  therefore,  can  this  entry  be 
supported,  and  the  decree  below  must  be  affirm- 
ed, with  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 

a  Shephard's  entry. 
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Taylor's  De- 

VIMC 
V. 

^™«-  [Local  Lau.] 

Taylor's  Devisee  against  Owing  and  Others* 

An  entry,  calling  for  the  land  to  lie  on  the  east  side  of  Slate  creek,  a 
southwest  branch  of  the  main  fork  of  Licking,  **  beginning  where 
a  buffalo  road  crossetb  said  creek  at  the  inoath  of  a  branch  empty- 
ing into  said  creek  at  the  northeast  side,  it  being  the  place  of  be- 
ginning for  S.  M.'s  entry  of  20,000  acres,"  is  defective  in  certain- 
ty and  precision  ;  and  its  defects  are  not  aided  by  the  reference  to 
S.  M.'s  entry  for  "  20,000  acres,  lying  on  the  west  side  of  Slate 
creek,  southwest  branch  of  the  main  fork  of  Licking  creek,  begin- 
ning where  the  buffalo  road  crosses  Slate  creek,  at  the  mootb  of  a 
branch,  emptying  in  on  che  east  side  thereof;  there  are  several  ca- 
bins," kc.  "  to  include  a  large  quantity  of  fallen  timber,"  ke. 

Feb.  iith.  THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Talbot^  for  the 
appellant,  and  by  Mr.  Trimble,  for  the  respon- 
dents. 

Feb.  ud.  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court. 

The  appellant  filed  a  bill  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Ken- 
tucky, praying  a  conveyance  of  a  tract  of  land 
for  which  the  defendants  had  obtained  elder  pa- 
tents, and  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  in  virtue  of 
a  prior  entry,  which  was  made  on  the  6th  of  Ja- 
nuary, 1783,  and  is  in  these  words:  '^  James 
Taylor  enters  12,000  acres  of  land  on  ten  trea- 
sury warrants,  No.,  &c. :  to  be  laid  off  in  one  or 
more  surveys,  lying  on  the  east  side  of  Slate 
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creek,  of  southwest  branch  of  the  main  fork  of    1826. 
Licking ;  beginning  where  a  buffalo  road  cross*  fj^iJl^J^JJ^^^. 
eth  said  creek  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch  emptying      ▼mm 
into  said  creek  on  the  northeast  side,  it  being  the     Owln^. 
place  of  beginning  for  Samuel  Meredith's  entry 
of  20,000  acres ;  running  from  thence  with  said 
Meredith's  line  down  Slate  creek,  binding  with 
the  same  the  distance  of  three  miles  when  re- 
duced to  a  straight  line  from  the  beginning  to  his 
lower  corner ;  thence  continuing  down  the  east 
side  of  Slate  creek,  binding  with  the  same  as  far 
as  will  amount  to  three  miles  when  reduced  to  a 
straight  line    from   Meredith's    lower   corner; 
thence  extending  from  each  end  of  this  reduced 
line  of  six  miles  a  northeast  course,  and  con- 
tinuing said  course  until  a  line  at  right  angles  to 
the  same  shall  include  the  quantity  of  vacant 
land,  exclusive  of  all  legal  prior  claims." 

The  entlry  of  Meredith  was  made  on  the  30th 
of  November,  1822,  and  is  in  these  words: 
**  Samuel  Meredith  enters  20,000  acres,  lying  on 
the  west  side  of  Slate  creek,  southwest  branch 
of  the  main  fork  of  Licking  creek ;  beginning 
where  the  buffalo  road  crosses  Slate  creek,  at  the 
mouth  of  a  branch  emptying  in  on  the  east  side 
thereof;  there  is  several  cabins  on  said  , 

running  from  the  beginning  down  Slate  creek, 
and  binding  thereon  as  far  as  will  amount  to 
three  miles  when  reduced  to  a  straight  line ; 
then  from  the  beginning  running  up  Slate  creek, 
and  binding  thereon  as  far  as  will  amount  to  three 
miles  when  reduced  to  a  straight  line  from  the 
beginning,  to  include  a  large  quantity  of  fallen 
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1826.    timber ;  and  then  to  extend  from  the  upper  and 
Jj^*^^  lower  end  of  these  lineg  on  the  buik  of  Slate 

Tajlor'i  De- 

▼iMe      oreekf  a  weat  course^   until  a  line  running  due 
Owing,    south  and  north  shall  include  the  quantity  of  va* 
cant  Jand  required  to  be  laid  off  in  one  or  more 
surveys.'* 

The  defendant  contends,  that  thia  entry  is  in- 
valid, because  it  does  not  describe  the  land  it 
seeks  to  appropriate  with  such  certainty  as  to 
enable  a  subsequent  purchaser  to  avoid  it,  and 
to  locate  the  adjacent  residuum. 

The  land  is  to  lie  on  the  east  side  of  Slate 
creek,  a  southwest  branch  of  the  main  fork  of 
Licking.  Slate  creek  was  well  known  by  this 
name,  but  it  is  a  stream  of  considerable  extent, 
and  the  law  requires,  that  the  particular  part  of 
it  on  which  Taylor's  land  is  placed,  should  be 
designated  so  specially  and  precisely,  that  a  aub* 
sequent  locator,  using  due  diligence,  and  posaesa- 
ing  ordinary  intelligence^  might  appropriate  the 
adjoining  vacant  lands.  The  plaintiff  contends, 
that  this  certainty  is  to  be  found  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  Taylor's  place  of  beginning.  It  is  in 
these  words :  *^  Beginning  where  a  buffalo  road 
crosseth  said  creek,  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch 
emptying  into  said  creek  on  the  northeast  side, 
it  being  the  place  of  beginning  for  Samuel  Me- 
redith's entry  of  30,000  acres.'' 

It  is  the  plain  dictate  of  good  sense,  which  is 
supported  by  the  whole  current  of  decisions  in 
Kentucky,  that  an  entry,  to  satisfy  the  law,  must 
describe  the  place  with  sufficient  accuracy  to  be 
found  and  known  by  others,  and  in  terma  which 
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will  not  fit  other  places  equally  well  with  tiuit  ilH    IKM. 

teoded  to  be  appropriated.  lJtto?1^5«* 

The  particular  descriptire  worda^  or,  in  the  ^mm 
teduiical  language  of  the  couutryi  the  locative  oih»|» 
eaUa  of  the  entry,  are  a  buffalo  road  crossing 
Slate  creek  at  the  mouth  of  a  braneh  emptying 
into  the  creek  on  the  northeast  side,  and  MiBre^ 
dith's  beginning.  The  plaintiff  contends,  that 
these  words  describe  the  mouth  of  Little  Slate 
creek. 

Little  Slate  is  a  creek  which  empties  into 
Slate  on  its  northeast  side,  some  say  30  .or  40, 
others  50  or  60  miles,  by  the  meanders  of  that 
stream  above  its  mouth.  The  whole  length  of 
Slate  is  not  mentioned  by  the  witnesses,  but  it  is 
sufficiently  apparent,  that  its  source  is  a  consi- 
derable distance  above  its  mouth.  Two  creeks. 
Little  Slate,  and  Mile  creek,  Roe's  run,  and  seve* 
ral  branches,  empty  into  it  on  the  northeast  side, 
and  it  is  crossed  by  numerous  buffalo  traces, 
some  of  which  are  not  far  from  the  mouths  of  four 
streams,  though  no  one  is  so  near  as  that  just  be- 
low the  mouth  of  Little  Slate.  The  crossing 
place  near  that  creek  is  stated  to  be  ten  or  twelve 
yards  below  its  mouth,  by  some  of  the  witnesses, 
and  by  others  to  be  rather  more. 

The  objections  made  to  this  entry,  are  not  only 
that  it  is  vague,  but  that  it  is  calculated  to  mis-* 
lead.  It  calls  for  a  buffalo  road  crossing  the 
creek  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch  emptjring  into  it 
on  the  east  side.  This  trace  is  said  to  be  so 
small  as  not  to  be  generally  denominated  a  road. 
The  traces  made  by  buffaloes  are  stated  to  be 
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1826.  of  various  dimensions,  from  three  to  ten  or 
Ji^^X*^  twelve  feet  wide,  and  sometimes  wider.  This 
Tisee  near  the  mouth  of  Little  Slate  is  about  a  foot 
Owing,  wide,  and  is  nearly  lost  in  the  bottom.  It  is  re- 
presented by  some  of  the  witnesses  rather  as  a 
deer  path  than  a  buffalo  road.  These  traces 
have  been  called,  by  the  inhabitants,  roads,  traces, 
and  paths.  Some  of  the  witnesses  say,  that 
these  names  are  used  indiscriminately ;  others, 
that  they  designate  larger  or  smaller  routes ;  the 
word  ^  road''  being  applied  to  a  large  trace,  and 
^^  path''  to  a  small  one ;  that  the  trace  at  the 
mouth  of  Little  Slate  would  never  have  been 
spoken  of  as  ff  road. 

Although  the  distinction  between  a  road  and  a 
path  is  common  throughout  our  country,  yet,  the 
Court  must  have  supposed,  that  it  was  not  taken 
in  Kentucky  in  reference  to  the  traces  of  buf- 
faloes, had  the  witnesses  concurred  in  making 
this  declaration.  But  they  have  not  concurred 
in  it.  Many  of  them  aver,  that  the  distinction  is 
as  applicable  to  tracts  of  this  description  as  to 
others,  and  is  in  as  common  use.  The  Court, 
therefore,  cannot  avoid  supposing,  that  a  subse- 
quent locator,  finding  this  small  path  near  the 
mouth  of  Little  Slate,,  and  understanding  that 
there  were  considerable  roads  near  the  mouths 
of  other  streams,  would  think  that  this  could 
not  be  the  road  required  by  Taylor's  entry. 

There  is  a  still  more  important  variance  in  the 
character  of  the  stream  itself.  The  entry  calls 
for  a  branch,  and  Little  Slate  is  a  considerable 
creek.     It  could  scarcely  be  mistaken  for  what 
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18  denominated  a  branch ;  and  a  subsequent  lo-  1826. 
cater,  intending  to  lay  his  warrant  at  this  place^  TtfM^n- 
could  not  reasonably  suppose,  that  it  was  already 
appropriated  by  an  entry  professing  to  begin  at 
the  mouth  of  a  branch.  In  argument,  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  has  sought  to  get  over  this  diffi- 
culty by  varying  the  language  of  his  entry.  He 
treats  the  question  as  if  the  entry  had  called  for 
a  branch  of  Slate  creek,  and  «hows  that  Little 
8Iate  fits  this  call.  The  argument  would  have 
been  strong  had  the  language  of  the  entry  sustain- 
ed it ;  but  the  words  are,  *^  the  mouth  of  a  branch 
emptying  into  Slate."  The  difference  between 
<'  a  branch  of  Slate,"  and  '^  a  bl'anch  emptying 
into  Slate,"  is  obvious. 

There  is  still  a  farther  difficulty  which  the 
plaintiff  must  encounter  in  this  part  of  his  case. 
It  is  alleged,  that  Little  Slate  was  the  notorious 
name  of  the  stream  when  Taylor's  entry  was 
made.  It  is  well  settled  in  Kentucky,  that  if  ob- 
jects called  for  in  an  entry  are  distinguished  by 
a  known  name,  it  is  a  serious  defect  to  call  for 
them  by  a  name  which  they  possess,  in  common 
with  other  similar  objects,  instead  of  their  appro- 
priate name*  If,  then,  the  fact  be,  that  when 
Taylor's  entry  was  made.  Little  Slate  h&d  its  ap- 
propriate name,  the  locater  ought  to  have  used 
that  name,  and  his  substituting  in  its  place  the 
general  call  for  *^  a  branch  emptying  into  Slate 
on  the  northeast  side,"  constitutes  a  serious  ob- 
jection to  the  entry,  which  would  require  the  aid 
of  other  words  describing  the  place  with  greater 
certainty. 


r 
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182&        The  teeitiinony  an  this  point  is  not  perfectly 
.jiJJ^^;^  clear.  Elias  Folin  aays,  that,  so  early  .aa  1775,  he 
nm9     was  one  of  a  company  that  made  improvementa 
Qiriv|«    on  that  stream,  and  they  called  it  Slate. 

George  Balla  was  also  one  of  a  company  of 
improvers  who  encamped  on  Little  Slate  in  1776, 
and  knew  it  then  by  that  name.  He  knew  it  by 
the  same  name  in  1783. 

Isaac  Olinkerbead  knew  Little  Slate  by  that 
name  in  1784,  and^thinka  he  heard  it  so  called  in 
17«2. 

Ralph  Morgan  says,  that  Little  Slate  was  welt 
known  by  that  name  in  1782. 

William  Williams  has  frequently  heard  hun* 
ters  speak  of  Little  Slate  as  a  place  of  notoriety, 
previous  to  November,  1782,  when  Meredith's 
entry  was  made. 

John  Lix  waB  with  a  company  of  hunters  on 
Little  Slate  in  1 776,  when  John  Clarke  gave  the 
stream  the  name  of  Little  Slate,  afid  he  has  ne- 
ver known  it  by  any  other. 

George  Balla  knew  Slate,  and  Little  Shtte;  by 
those  nanies,  in  1776. 

Joseph  M'Intire  knew  those  streams  by  tiieir 
present  names  in  1782. 

These  witnesses  certainly  prove,  that  Little 
Slate  was  known  by  that  name  very  exteiMrively 
in  1782  and  1783,  when  the  entries  of  Meredkib 
and  Taylor  were  made.  It  had,  undeubledfy^, 
acquired  that  name  completely  in  1 786.  A  shade 
of  doubt  is  cast  on  the  general  notoriety  of  lM« 
name,  by  the  circumstance,  that  severat  witness* 
es  who  speak  of  the  stream  as  known  to  lliem  at 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  233 

this  early  period,  and  who  distinguish  it  by  its    1826. 
proper  name,  do  not  say  that  they  then  knew  ^^  f^^^^^^^l^^^. 
by  that  name.  visee 

James  McMillan  became  acquainted  with  Lit*  owiiig. 
tie  Slate  in  1781,  Joseph  Young  in  the  fall  of 
1783  or  1784,  and  Roger  Clements  in  1783.  Nei- 
ther of  these  witnesses  say  they  knew  it  then  by 
thatname.  They  do  not,  indeed,  say  the  contrary; 
but  the  probability  is,  that  had  they  then  known- 
the  stream  by  its  present  name,  they  would  have 
been  interrogated  to  the  point.  There  is,  then, 
much  reason  to  believe,  that  Little  Slate  had  then 
acquired  its  appropriate  name,  and  ought  to 
have  been  so  designated  by  the  locator,  though 
the  proof  is  not  conclusive. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  it  very  clear,  that 
Taylor's  land  is  not  described  with  sufficient  cer- 
tainty by  the  call,  '^  to  begin  where  a  buffalo  road 
crosses  Slate  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch  emptying 
into  said  creek  on  the  northeast  side." .  Is  this 
defect  remedied  by  the  call  for  Meredith's  be- 
ginning P 

This  reference  to  Meredith^s  entry  make^  it  a 
part  of  Taylor's,  and  will  give  the  latter  the  ad- 
vantage of  any  certainty  of  description  which 
may  be  found  in  the  former.  Samuel  Mere- 
dith .  calls  to  begin  ^'  where  the  buffalo  road 
crosses  Slate  creek  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch 
emptying  in  on  the  east  side  thereof;  there  is 

several  cabins  on  said  — '- ."     The  entry  is  to 

include  a  large  quantity  of  fallen  timber. 

It  will  be  perceived,  that  the  descriptive,  or  lo- 
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1826*    cative  calls  of  this  entry,  vary  from   those  in 

^Y^^^r^^i,  Taylor's  in  these  respects  only.    In  describing 

visee      the    buffalo    roady   Meredith    uses    the    article 

Owiog.  '^  tb^  »"  ^^d  h^  likewise  adds  to  his  description, 
that  there  are  several  cabins,  either  on  the  creek 
or  on  the  branch,  (for  the  word  is  not  in  the  re^ 
cord ;)  we  suppose  on  the  branch,  and  that  his 
location  will  include  a  large  quantity  of  fallen 
timber. 

The  objection  made  to  Taylor's  entry  in  con- 
sequence of  the  smallness  of  the  trace  crossing 
Slate  near  the  mouth  of  Little  Slate,  applies  with 
increased  force  to  this  part  of  Rferedith's.  The 
words,  "  the  buffalo  road,^'  if  they  do  not  indi- 
cate a  single  road,  would,  unquestionably,  lead  a 
person  in  search  of  this  entry,  to  expect  a  re- 
markable and  conspicuous  road  ;  such  a  road 
as  crossed  Slate  near  the  mouth  of  Long  branchy 
or  Roe's  run,  not  such  a  narrow  path  as  crossed 
near  the-mouth  of  Little  Slate. 

The  cabins  alluded  to  in  Meredith's  entry, 
were  not  found  on  Long  branch.  They  were 
found  OB  Roe's  run,  and  Mile  creek.  The  weight 
of  testimony  is,  that  no  unusual  quantity  of  fal- 
len timber  would  be  included  in  Meredith's  sur- 
vey if  the  beginning  is  at  Little  Slate,  but  would 
be  included  in  it  if  the  mouth  of  Roe's  run  be 
taken  as  the  beginning.  The  two  additional  cir- 
cumstances, then,  the  cabins  and  the  fallen  tim- 
ber, are  found,  one  of  them  on  Little  Slate,  and 
not  on  Long  branch,  which,  but  for  that  defect, 
would  fit  the  description  in  the  entry  better  than 
any  other,  and  the  other  opposite  Roe's  run,  and 
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w^t  oppoBite  Little  81a.te/    The   objection   to     1826. 
Roe's  run,  and  Mile  creek,  is,  that  the  buffalo  ^^^^^^^^ 
road  caooot  be  considered  as  crossing  at  the      vu«e 
months  of  either  of  them.  Owing. 

Since,  then,  no  place  is  shown  which  fits  pre*' 
oisely  the  description  of  the  entry,  we  must  in- 
quire whether  that  description  is  so  nearly  satis* 
fied  by  appearances  at  the  mouth  of  Little  Slate, 
as  to  induce  the  Court  to  establish  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff. 

The  objections  which  have  been  stated  to 
Taylor's  entry  are  certainly  not  removed  by  call- 
ing in  the  aid  of  Meredith's.  Passing  by  the  in- 
creased strength  they  derive  from  the  emphatic 
words  *^  the  buffalo  road,"  and  from  the  absence 
of  '^  a  large  quantity  of  fallen  timber,"  we  will 
inquire  whether  the  appearance  of  cabins  on  Lit- 
tle Slate  will  cure  the  othei*  defects  of  description 
in  the  entry.  This  circumstance  was  too  com- 
mon in  that  country  to  be  itself  an  object  of  no- 
toriety. Cabins  were  seen  on  Roe's  run  and 
Mile  creek,  streams  which  empty  into  Slate  on 
the  northeast  side,  as  well  as  on  Little  Slate. 
Their  absence  may  exclude  Long  branch  from 
the  competition,  but  cannot  decide  in  favour  of 
Little  Slate,  unless  other  circumstances  concur 
in  its  favour. 

To  the  objections  already  mentioned,  others 
may  be  added  which  appear  to  us  to  be  insur- 
mountable. 

The  entry  is  to  begin  on  Slate  creek,  where  it 
is  crossed  by  a  buffalo  road  at  the  mouth  of  a 
branch  emptying  into  the  creek  on  the  northeast 
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1826.     side.     Twelve  or  fifteen  buffalo  roads  cross  the 

TsMoiCi)e-  ^^®®^>  ^'^^  fi^®>  ^^  ®^^>  ^^  more  streams,  empty 
Tisee  into  it  on  its  northeast  side.  The  creek  is  se- 
Owing,  venty  or  eighty  miles  in  length.  In  what  part  of 
it  is  the  subsequent  locater  to  look  for  this  road 
and  this  branch  ?  It  is  not  alleged  that  either  of 
them  possessed  any  notoriety  which  could  con- 
duct the  person  in  search  of  them  to  any  particu- 
lar part  of  the  creek.  Can  he  be  required  to 
search  from  its  mouth  to  its  source  ?  At  which 
is  he  to  commence  ?  If  at  neither,  but  at  the 
mesne  point  between  them,  is  he  to  look  up  or 
down  the  creek  ?  If  he  should  accidentally 
strike  the  creek  at  the  mouth  of  Little  Slate,  he 
finds  a  creek  instead  of  a  branch,  and  a  path  in- 
stead of  a  road.  The  place  does  not  suit  the 
description  in  the  entry.  Some  of  the  witnesses 
say,  that  no  other  place  suits  it  as  well.  Were 
this  admitted  to  be  true,  how  is  he  to  know  it  until 
he  examines  the  whole  extent  of  the  creek  ?  This 
would  be,  undoubtedly,  if  we  regard  th'e  decisions 
in  Kentucky,  to  impose  an  unreasonable  burden 
on  subsequent  locators,  one  which  the  law  could 
not  intend  to  impose  on  them. 

We  think,  that  the  entry  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff claims  cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  there 
was  no  error  in  dismissing  his  bill. 

Decree  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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[pLEADive.    Paacticb.] 

Perkins  against  Hart,  Executor  of  Hart. 

Where  there  is  a  special  agreement  open  and  subsisting  at  the  time 
the  cause  of  action  arises,  a  general  indebitatus  assumpsit  cannot 
be  maintained. 

But,  if  the  agreement  has  been  wholly  performed,  or  if  its  further  ex- 
ecution has  been  preTented  bj  the  act  of  the  defendant,  or  bj  the 
consent  of  both  parties ;  or/If  the  contract  has  been  fnlly  perform- 
ed in  respect  to  any  one  distinct  subject  included  in  it ;  the  plain- 
tiff may  recover  upon  a  general  indebitatus  assumpsit, j 

A  settled  account  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  correctness,  at 
law  or  in  equity ;  it  may  be  impeached  by  proof  of  fraud,  or  omis- 
sion, or  mistake ;  and  if  it  be  confined  to  particular  items  of  account, 
concludes  nothing  as  to  other  items  not  stated  in  it. 

Where  a  case  b  certified  to  this  Court  upon  a  division  of  opinions  of 
the  Judges  below,  and  the  points  reserved,  upon  which  they  were 
divided,  are  too  imperfectjy  stated  to  enable  thisr  Court  to  pro- 
nounce any  opinion  upon  them,  this  Court  will  neither  award  a  ve- 
ntre i/e  novo,  nor  certify  any  opinion  to  the  Court  below  upon  the 
points  reserv^,  but  will  merely  certify  that  they  are  too  imperfectly 
stated. 
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THIS  was  an  action  of  general  indebitatus 
assumpsitj  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio, 
for  work  and  labour,  care  and  diligence,  by  the 
plaintiff  done  and  bestowed,  as  an  agent  and  at- 
torney, in  exploring,  showing,  surveying,  and 
selling,  the  lands  of  the  defendant's  testator ; 
also,  in  the  searching  of  records,  investigating 
titles,  and  in  the  payment  of  the  taxes  of  the 
testator.  The  declaration  contains  the  other 
general  money  counts.  The  plaintiff  also  filed 
what  is  styled  an  additional  "  bill  of  particulars," 
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1826.  for  ezploringy  giving  information  of  the  situation 
and  value,  superintending  law  suit  with  Granger, 
attending  to  division  with  Mather's  heirs,  and 
for  general  superintendence  of  Hart's  landed  in- 
terest in  Ohio,  (except  for  paying  taxes,;  3,500 
dollars. 

By  consentof  the  parties  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  of  4,S08  dollars  70  cents  damages, 
if,  upon  the  points  reserved,  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the.  law  is  for  the  plaintiff;  but 
if,  upon  the  points  reserved,  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  law  is  for  the  defendant, 
then  they  find  for  the  defendant. 

The  opinions  of  the  Judges  below  being  op- 
posed, the  cause  was  removed  to  this  Court  upon 
a  certificate  of  the  disagreement,  upon  the  three 
following  points : 

1.  That  the  whole  evidence,  and  Hart's  (the 
testator's)  letter  of  January  14,  1812;  Perkins' 
(the  plain  tiff  ^s)  letter  in  reply,  of  February  10, 
1812,  and  Hart's  letter  of  March  9, 1812,  in  re- 
ply to  Perkins,  constitute  a  special  agreement, 
investing  Perkins  with  the  agency  of  Hart's  land 
in  the  State  of  Ohio,  open  and  subsisting  at  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  is  claimed  to  have  arisen, 
which  precludes  Perkins  from  recovering  in  this 
action. 

2.  That  the  whole  evidence,  and  the  letters 
above  cited,  constitute  a  special  agreement,  de- 
fining the  nature  and  extent  of  Perkins'  agency, 
and  settling  the  subjects  upon  which  he  was  to 
receive  compensation,  and  the  amount  of  that 
compensation ;    the    legal    operation    of  which 
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agreement  iei  to  preclude  Perkins  from  claiming    1826. 
compensation  for  any  thing  done  in  the  executioii 
of  his  agency,  except  according  to  the  terms  of 
that  agreement.  * 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  the 
two  items  in  the  bill  of  particulars  claimed  and 
charged  to  have  arisen  as  matters  of  account  be-- 
tween  the  parties  in  1814  and  1815;  because, 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1815,  and 
19th  March,  1819,  exhibited  and  stated  his  gene- 
ral account  against  William  Hart,  upon  each  of 
which  a  balance  was  due  from,  and  paid  by,  the 
said  William,  as  a  settlement  upon  an  account 
stated,  which  precludes  the  plaintiff  from  reco* 
vering  in  this  action  for  said  two  items,  claimed 
to  have  been  due  before  the  said  accounts  were 
rendered. 

.  In  the  letter  of  Hart  (the  defendant's  testa* 
tor)  of  the  14th  of  January,  1812,  he  requested 
the  plaintiff  to  give  him  his  most  fivvourable 
terms  of  agency,  to  appoint  sub-agents  to  trans- 
act the  business  where  he  (the  plaintiff)  might 
deem  necessary,  with  such  compensation  acr  he 
might  agree  upon  with  them.  The  letter  th^i 
proceeded  as  follows :  ''  State  the  amount  of 
commissions  you  shall  expect  me  to  pay  on  ac- 
count of  sales  that  shall  be  collected  and  remit- 
ted, but  no  commissions  to  be  paid  by  me  till  the 
collections  are  made.  Provided  sales  are  made 
by  me  in  exchange  for  lands,  and  if  I  should 
draw  on  you  for  the  amount  to  be  paid  in  lands 
at  a  price  agreed  on,  br  otherwise,  if  necessary, 
to  be  left  with  you  to  be  ascertained ;  in  such 
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1826.  case,  what  should  you  expect  to  charge  on  sale* 
of  that  nature  ?  Please  be  particular  in  stating 
your  terms  of  agency,  and  make  them  as  favoura- 
ble as  possible.^'  In  the  plaintiff's  letter,  in  re- 
ply,  of  February  10th,  1812,  he  says :  '<  My  com- 
mission on  sales  made  by  me,  the  money  col- 
lected, and  remitted,  is  eight  per  cent.  When 
contracts  are  made,  (as  is  sometimes  the  case,) 
purchasers  make  a  payment,  and  then  give  up 
the  land  so  as  to  be  left,  without  encumbrance, 
to  be  sold  again,  50  per  cent,  on  such  receipt- 
On  these  two  items  the  commission  cash,  as  it 
has  been  cash  received.  In  case  the  agency 
should  be  closed,  and  a  settlement  made,  and 
contracts  remain  on  hand  unsettled,  then,  in  all 
those  contracts  that  should  be  carried  into  effect, 
five  per  cent,  commission,  received  in  contracts, 
with  a  conveyance  of  the  Jands  covered  by  the 
contract  or  contracts  received.  On  sales  made 
in  exchange  for  lands,  &c.  three  per  cent,  com- 
missions, to  be  received  either  in  contracts  here, 
on  lands  here  at  retail  price.  Always,  as  far  as 
is  practicable,  receive  commissions  in  that  which 
shall  be  similar  to  that  in  which  it  is  charged.'* 
The  letter  from  the  defendant's  testator  dated 
the  9th  of  March,  1812,  in  reply  to  the  plaintiff, 
acknowledges  the  receipt  of  the  above  letter,  and 
then  adds,  ^^  Your  observations  in  regard  to  the 
mode  of  selling  new  lands,  are,  doubtless,  sanc- 
tioned by  experience,  and  I  am  happy  to  conunit 
the  agency  of  my  property  to  your  experience 
and  good  judgment,  from  whence  I  expect  to  de- 
rive peculiar  advantage." 
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The  cause  was  argued  in  this  Court  by  Mr.    1826. 
Wr^ht  and  Mr.  Whittlesey^  for  the  plaintiffi  and 
by  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Hammond,  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


Feb.  16M. 


On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued , 
(1.)  That  where  a  special  parol  contract,  or  a 
written  contract  not  under  seal,  has  been  enter- 
ed into,  the  party  may  still  recover  on  the  com- 
mon counts  in  a  general  inddntattis  assumpsiL* 
In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Patter- 
MHi/  it  was  held  to  be  incontrovertibly  settled, 
that  indebitatus  assumpsit  will  lie  to  recover  the 
stipulated  price  due  on  a  special  contract,  not  un- 
der seal,  where  the  contract  has  been  completely 
executed ;  and  that,  in  such  case,  it  is  not  neces- 
sfkty  to  declare  upon  a  special  agreement.  So, 
wfa«re  a  beneficial  service  has  been  rendered  to 
the  defendant,  under  the  special  agreement,  but 
not  in  pursuance  of  its  terms,  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  upon  a  quantum  meruit.*'  Or  where  the 
defendant  is  the  occasion  of  its  non-perform- 
ance ;  or  where  the  contract  has  been  rescinded 
by  the  parties,  or  put  an  end  to  by  the  defend- 
ant.' Or  where  the  defendant,  by  his  own  act, 
defeats  the  performance.'    And  where  the  plain- 

a  1  Ckitiy'8  PL  338.  and  authorities  there  cited. 
b  7  CraneVM  Rep.  303. 
c  BtiU.  N.  P.  1 39.    7  Johns.  Rep.  132. 
d  10  Johni.  Rep.  $7'    7  Term  Rep.  ISl.     lN.R.357- 
e  12  Johns.  Rep.  274.    3  Johne.  Rep.  87'    7  Johns.  Rep.  132. 
2  Mass.  Rep.  415.    PoweUon  Contr.  417* 
Vol.  XI.  3 1 
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1826.  tiff  seeks  to  recover  on  a  special  contract,  and 
the  evidence  offered  will  support  a  common 
count,  supposing  no  special  agreement,  be  may 
recover  under  the  latter," 

2.  The  correspondence  between  the  parties, 
and  the  other  evidence  in  the  cause,  did  not  con<- 
stitute  an  outstanding  special  agreement,  such 
as  to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  in 
this  form  of  action/ 

3.  The  account  stated  did  not  specifically  in- 
clude the  items  stated  in  the  bill  of  particulars. 
But  a  settled  account,  or  a  receipt,  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence,  which  the  plaintiff  may  rebut  \)y 

showing  the  true  state  ^f  the  accounts/ 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  counsel  en- 
tered into  a  critical  examination  of  the  authori- 
ties cited  on  the  other  side  to  support  the  posi- 
tion, that  a  general  indehitatu$  assumpsit  would 
lie  in  the  present  case  ;  and  although  it  was  ad- 
mitted, that  the  precedents  were  to  that  effect, 
yet  it  was  denied  that  they  rested  on  any  solid 
or  consistent  ground  of  principle  ;  it  was  assert- 
ed that  they  had  been  settled  without  proper  ex- 
amination, and  a  due  consideration  of  the  gene- 
ral analogies  of  the  law,  and  were  calculated  to 

a  IN.  K.S51.  BuU.  N.  P.  139.  Dougl  Rep.  651.  5  Mem. 
Rep.S9.S9l-  1  Mass.  Rep»  355.  7  Johns.  Rep.  134.  10  Johns. 
Rep.  37' 

b  3  Johns.  Rep.  199. 

c  1  Johns.  Cos.  145.  5  Johns.  Rep.  72.  5  Ves.  Rep. 
87.  14  Johns.  Rep.  212.  12  Johns.  Rep.  531.  2  Term  Rfip. 
3G6.    5  Basils  Rep.  230.    4  Johns.  Rep.  377- 
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introduce  uncertainty  and  confusion  into  legal  1826. 
proceedings,  and  to  encourage  negligence  in 
making  contracts,  and  infidelity  in  performing 
tbem.  Buty  it  was  further  insisted,  that  those 
authorities,  even  supposing  them  to  have  irrevo- 
cably settled  the  practice,  could  not  be  applied 
to  the  present  case.  Here,  the  contract  specially 
defined  the  terms  upon  which  it  was  to  be  per- 
formed by  both  parties,  and,  also,  the  terras  upon 
which  it  was  to  be  closed.  In  all  the  cases  cited, 
the  right  of  action  was  held  to  accrue  upon  the 
termination  of  the  contract.  While  it  subsisted, 
it  could  not  be  pretended,  that  a  general  indebi- 
tatus assumpsit  could  be  maintained.  It  had,  in- 
deed, been  said,  that  the  contract  was  terminated 
by  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  the  act  of  his 
executor.  But  no  case  had  gone  so  far  as  to  de- 
cide, that  an  agent,  whose  authority  terminates 
upon  the  death  of  his  principal,  may  proceed 
against  his  personal  representatives  upon  the 
contract  of  agency,  as  if  it  had  been  terminated 
by  some  wrongful  act  of  the  principal.  The  au- 
thority of  the  agent  terminates  with  the  death 
of  the  principal,  but  for  services  performed  under 
the  agency,  the  contract  remains  open. 

2.  The  agreement  precluded  the  plaintiff  from 
claiming  compensation  for  any  thing  done  in  ex- 
ecution of  his  agency,  except  according  to  the 
terms  of  that  agreement.  The  case  cited  to 
show  the  contrary  does  not  apply/  Here,  what- 
ever services  the  plaintiff  performed  before  1812, 

a  Jacobson  v.  Le  Grange,  3  Johm,  Rep,  199. 
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1826.  in  expectation  of  being  compensated  by  tke 
agency,  must  be  considered  as  satisfied  by  the 
contract  of  agency  then  made.  That  contract 
must  be  regarded  as  embracing  all  services  per«> 
formed,  or  to  be  performed,  by  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  defendant's  testator,  in  respect  to  the  sale  of 
lands.  If  the  disputed  items  of  account  arose 
under  the  contract,  they  could  only  be  recovered 
in  a  special  assumpsit  grounded  upon  the  cop- 
tract.  If  they  were  claimed,  independent  of  the 
contract,  as  not  being  within  its  terms,  it  was  in- 
sisted, that  the  plaintiff  could  set  up  no  claim  to 
compensation  for  services  in  the  agency  not  em- 
braced by  the  contract,  which  settled  and  defined 
the  rights  of  the  parties. 

3.  The  question  presented  by  the  last  point 
reserved,  was,  whether  the  plaintiff,  having  pre- 
sented two  annual  accounts  of  his  agency,  em- 
bracing items  of  debit  and  credit  arising  under 
his  general  agency,  and  arising  also  under 
his  special  agency  in  the  sale  of  lands,  having 
stated  the  balance  due  to  him  upon  these  ac- 
counts, and  received  payment,  could  recover  in 
a  general  indebitattu  assumpsit  for  other  items 
of  account  due  at  the  time  the  former  were  exhi- 
bited, without  offering  any  evidence  of  error  or 
omission.  The  plea  of  account  stated,  and  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  found  due,  is  a  bar  to  the 
action  of  assumpsit.'  If  it  be  a  bar,  it  must  be 
an  absolute  bar  at  law,  and  not  a  mere  presump- 
tion, which  maybe  rebutted  by  contrary  evidence. 
The  account  can  only  be  opened,  surcharged, 

a  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (2  G.  11.) 
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or  falsified,  in  equity.    All  the  authorities  refer-     1826. 
ived  to  in  the  principal  case  cited  from  the  New-  ^"^^JJ^JJ^ 
York  reports/  are  from  the  decisions  in  equity ;       y. 
but  it  does  not  follow,  that  a  Court  of  law,  not     ^^^ 
liaving  the  same  means  of  doing  justice  between 
the  parties,  will  pursue  the  same  practice.    At 
all  events,  in  order  to  permit  an  account  to  be 
opened,  there  must  be  evidence  of  mistake  or 
fraud..^    There  was  neither  in  this  case. 

Mr.  Justice  Washington  delivered  the  opinion  March  %d. 
of  the  Court,  and,  after  stating  the  case,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows : 

The  first  point  reserved  in  the  Court  bolow, 
and  on  which  the  Judges  of  that  Court  were  di- 
vided in  opinion,  consists  of  two  propositions : 
1.  That,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  the  three  let-.  Prop<»««i*>n' 

*  involved  in  the 

ters  particularly  referred  to  constitute  a  special  first  poiut. 
agreement  investing  the  plaintiff*  with  the  agency 
of  Hart's  lands  in  Ohio;  2.  That  this  spe- 
cial agreement  was  open  and  subsisting  at  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  is  claimed  to  have  arisen, 
which  precludes  the  plaintiff*  from  recovering  in 
this  action. 

It  is  not  easy  to  understand  what  the  defend-  Distinction  as 
ant's  counsel  mean  by  the  whole  evidence.  Upon  the   evidence 

•     •  a.i_  1         •  ^  .  ,  .     to  be  constni- 

examming  the  volummous  record  sent  up  to  this  eu    by    the 
Court,  we  find,  that  an  active  correspondence  giaJIi'-itt^V**  to 
was  carried  on  between  Perkins  and  Hart  from*^*''^"'^ 
the  year  1803  to  1816,  upon  the  subject  of  Hart's 

a  Manbattan  Company  v.  Ljdig,  4  Johm.  Rep.  377. 
h  2  Aih.  Rep.  119.    4  Johns.  Rep.  387- 
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1826.     lands  in  Ohio,  the  payment  of  the  accruing  taxes 

^■J^J^TJ^  on  them,  examining,  surveying,  and  preparing 

▼.        them  for  sale,  and  of  other  services  to  be  per- 

Hurt. 

formed  by  Perkins,  in  some  way  or  other  con- 
nected with  those  lands.  If  this  be  the  evidence 
alluded  to,  there  was  no  objection  to  submitting 
it  to  the  Court,  to  say  whether  the  whole  of  this 
written  evidence,  or  any  part  of  it,  created  a  spe- 
cial contract,  investing  Perkins  with  the  agency 
of  Hart's  land. 

But  we  find  in  this  record  evidence  of  a  dif- 
ferent character,  such  as  accounts,  receipts,  and 
depositions,  in  relation  to  Perkins'  agency  re- 
specting Hart's  lands  in  Ohio.  If  this  was  in- 
tended to  constitute  a  part  of  the  whole  evidence 
upon  which  the  question  of  law  was  to  arise,  we 
should  be  of  opinion,  that  it  was  fit  only  for  the 
decision  of  the  jury,  and  ought  not  to  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Court. 

o*?h^el7corV*  '^^®  disiucUnation  which  this  Court  has  always 
evinced,  to  send  parties  back  to  the  Court  below, 
if,  by  any  reasonable  construction,  obscure  parts 
of  the  record  can  be  explained,  disposes  us  in  the 
present  instance  to  consider  the  verdict  as  refer- 
ring to  the  written  evidence,  not  only  because  it 
would  have  been  improper  to  call  upon  the  Court 
to  decide  upon  the  effect  of  parol  evidence,  but 
because  that  which  is  spread  upon  this  record 
has  no  apparent  relevancy  to  the  question  of  law 
which  is  submitted. 

In  the  examination  of  the  question  whether 
there  was  a  special  agreement  or  not,  we  shall 
confine  ourselves  entirely  to  the  three  specified 
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» 

letters,  because,  we  are  of  opinion,  after  an  atten-'     1826. 
tive  perusal  of  all  the  others,  that  they  furnish  ^^p^[]^j^ 
not  the  slightest  ground  for  saying  that  any  agree-       ▼• 
ment  was  entered  into  which  invested  Perkins 
with  the  agency  of  Hart's  lands.    The  letters  ^'E^J^wlhiTS 
addressed  by  Hart  to  Perkins,  treat  him  as  an  J2iem•'S^"*' 
agent  empowered  to  perform  a  variety  of  acts  in  ^^^^^^ 
relation  to  the  lands  of  the  former.    But  it  was  "p^cw***  *««»»• 

first  point. 

a  limited  agency,  created  for  particular  purposes, 
and  as  occasions  required,  but  founded  upon  no 
special  agreement  which  bound  Perkins  to  per- 
form any  specified  duties,  or  Hart  to  remunerate 
the  services  he  might  perform,  otherwise  than 
the  law  bound  him  upon  the  principle  of  a  quan- 
tum meruit.  The  particular  agency  which  the 
former  was  requested,  from  time  to  time,  to  as* 
sume,  was  to  pay  taxes,  attend  to  law  suits,  ex- 
amine the  lands  so  as  to  enable  Hart  to  judge  of 
their  value,  and  to  have  certain  lots  and  town- 
ships surveyed,  as  preparatory  to  a  sale  of  them 
at  a  future  period.  The  taxes  were  annually 
paid,  and  other  advances  made  by  Perkins,  upon 
which  he  charged  both  a  commission  and  inte- 
rest, and  these,  it  would  seem,  were  punctually 
reimbursed  when  drawn  for,  although  the  charge 
of  interest  was  sometimes  complained  of. 

The  preparatory  steps  for  bringing  these  lands, 
or  certain  portions  of  them,  into  the  market, 
having  been  taken,  the  correspondence  com- 
menced, which  is  particularly  referred  to  in  the 
first  and  second  reserved  points. 

In  Hart's  letter  of  the  14th  of  January,  1812, 
he  requests  Perkins  to  give  him  his  most  favour- 


Bart. 
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1826«  aUe  termci  of  agency,  to  appoint  sub-agentfl  to 
''•JQ^^  do  business  where  he,  Perkins,  might  judge  ne- 
r.  cetsary,  with  such  compensation  as  be  might 
agvee  upon  with  them.  The  letter  then  proceeds 
as  follows :  '^  State  the  amount  of  commissions 
you  shall  expect  me  to  pay  on  amount  of  sales 
that  shall  be  collected  and  remitted,  but  no  com- 
missions to  be  paid  by  me  till  the  collections  are 
made.  Provided  sales  are  made  by  me  in  ex- 
change for  lands,  and  if  I  should  draw  on  you 
fw  the  amount  to  be  paid  in  lands  at  a  price 
agreed  on»  or  otherwise,  if  necessary,  to  be  left 
with  you  to  be  ascertained,  in  such  case  what 
should  you  expect  to  charge  on  sales  of  that  na- 
ture ?  Please  be  particular  in  stating  your  terms 
of  agency,  and  make  them  as  favourable  as  pos- 
sible/' 

In  answer  ta  this  letter,  Perkins  writes,  on  the 
10th  of  February,  1812,  as  follows :  ^Otfy  com- 
mission on  sales  made  by  me,  the  money  collect- 
ed and  remitted,  is  eight  per  cent.  When  con* 
tracts  are  made,  (as  is  sometimes  the  casCi)  pur- 
chasers make  a  payment,  and  then  give  up  the 
land  so  as  to  be  left  without  encumbrance  to  be 
sold  again,  50  per  cent,  on  such  receipt.  On 
these  two  items  the  commission  cash,  as  it  has 
been  cash  received.  In  case  the  agency  should 
be  closed,  and  a  settlement  made,  and  contracts 
remain  on  hand  unsettled,  then,  in  all  those  con- 
tracts that  should  be  carried  into  effect,  five  per 
cent,  commission,  received  in  contracts,  with  a 
conveyance  of  the  lands  covered  by  the  contract 
or  contracts  received.     On  sales  made  in  ex- 
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change  for  lands,  &c.  three  per  cent,  commis-    1826. 
aiony  to  be  receired  either  in  contracts  here,  or 
lands  here,  at  retail  price.    Always,  as  far  as 
practicable,. receive  commissions  in  that  which 
shall  be.  simUar  to  that  in  which  it  is  charged." 

The  letter  from  Hart  to  Perkins,  dated  the  9th 
of  March  in  the  same  year,  acknowledges  the 
receipt  of  the  above  letter,  and  then  adds,  *^  Your 
observations  in  regard  to  the  mode  of  selling 
new  lands,  are,  doubtless,  sanctioned  by  expe- 
rience, and  I  am  happy  to  commit  the  agency  of 
my  property  to  your  experience  and  good  judg- 
ment, from  whence  I  expect  to  derive  peculiar  ad- 
vanti^e." 

These  letters,  we  think,  constitute  a  special    "^^^  ^''j^"' 

'  '   -  *  constituted    a 

affreement  upon  the  subject  of  commissions  to  "p^ciai  agree- 
be  paid  by  Hart  to  Perkins,  by  way  of  compensa-  i^bject  of 
tion  for  his  agency  m  the  sale  of  lands.  It  is  oniy. 
confined  to  that  subject  only.  The  first  of  these 
letters  invites  Perkins  to  state  his  most  favoura- 
ble terms  cf  agency  in  the  sale  of  Hart's  lands. 
The  answer  contains  those  terms  by  stating  the 
commissions  which  he  should  expect  to  receive 
iqpon  sales  made,  and  the  amount  collected  and 
remitted ;  upon  sales  made,  and  then  abandoned 
by  the  purchaser  after  a  partial  payment  of  the 
purchase  money;  upon  sales  made,  but  the 
amoont  not  collected  before  the  agency  should 
be  closed ;  and^  finally,  upon  sales  made  by  way 
of  exchange  for  other  property.  The  laccep* 
tance  of  these  terms  is  sufficiently  expressed  in 
Hart's  reply  to  this  letter,  by  which  he  commits 

YOL^XI.  32 


arose. 
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1826.  to  Perkinfi  the  agency  of  iiis  property,  the  na- 
ture of  which  agency  is  too  clearly  explained  by 
reference  to  the  two  preceding  letters,  to  Jeave 
the  slightest  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  and  extent 
of  the  contract  which  was  thus  entered  into. 
Question  wbe-     The  sccond  propositiou  is,  *^  That  this  special 

ther  this   spc-  -         «     •      •  ^    ^i_       a* 

ciai  agreement  agreement  was  open  and  subsisting  at  tne  time 

was  open  and  ^i  /•^•«  j^r  'i^ 

subsisting    at  the  causc  of  action  is  supposed  to  have  arisen. 
li'iLgirwise  Now,  this  proposition  involves  a  mixed  question 
of       action ^jf  jg^^  ^yjj  f^^^     If  ^j^  contract  was. open,  and 

the  action  was  founded  on  that  contract,  then 
the  legal  consequence  insisted  upon,  *^  that  Per- 
kins cannot  recover  in  this  action,"  undeniably 
follows.  But  whether,  in  point  of  fact,  it  was 
open  when  the  cause  of  action  is  claimed  to.  have 
arisen,  that  is,  in  the  lifetime  of  W.  Hart,  must 
depend  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  of  which 
the  jury  were  alone  competent  to  judge.  If  the 
agreement  was  wholly  performed  by  the  plaintiff 
during  the  lifetime  of  Hart ;  if  its  farther  execu- 
tion was  put  an  end  to,  before  its  completion,  by 
the  act  of  Hart,  or  by  the  agreement  of  both 
parties,  then  the  plaintiff  was  not  precluded  from 
recovering  in  this  action.  Nay,  further,  if  the 
contract  was  fully  performed  in  relation  to  any 
one  subject  covered  by  it ;  as,  for  example,  by 
the  sale,  collection,,  and  remittance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  for  any  one  township  or  parcel  of 
land,  the  plaintiff  might  well  maintain  an  action 
of  indebitattis  assumpsit  for  his  stipulated  com- 
pensation, in  cash,  on  that  transaction,  and  was 
not  bound  to  wait  until  all  the  lands  to  which  his 
agency  extended  were  disposed  of.  f  Where  the 
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agreemeDt  embraces  a  number  of  distinct  sub-  1826. 
jects  which  admit  of  being  separately  executed 
and  closed,  it  must  be  taken  -  distributively,  each 
subject  being  considered  as  forming  the  matter 
of  a  separate  agreement  after  it  is  so  closed^  If, 
for  instance,  the  agreement  between  a  merchant 
and  his  factor  be,  that  the  latter  shall  sell  and 
remit  the  proceeds  of  all  cargoes  which  the  for- 
mer shall  consign  to  him  upon  a  stipulated  com- 
mission, it  can  hardly  be  contended,  that  the  fac- 
tor cannot  recover  his  commissions  in  this  form 
of  action,  upon  the  proceeds  of  a  single  cargo 
which  have  been  remitted,  while  there  remain 
other  cargoes  yet  undisposed  of. 

But,  whether  this  agreement  was  wholly  closed, 
or  whether  any  one  or  more  of  its  parts  were 
closed,  in  either  of  the  ways  abovementioned,  or 
in  any  other  way,  was  a  fact  resting  altogether 
upon  the  evidence,  whether  written  or  parol, 
which  was,  or  might  be,  laid  before  the  jury.  It 
belonged  exclusively  to  that  body  to  say  whether 
the  fact  existed  or  not ;  and,  upon  the  fact  so 
found,  the  question  of  law  would  fairly  arise.  In 
this  respect,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  tlie 
verdict  is  clearly  defective,  and  ought  to.  have 
been  set  aside  by  the  Court  below. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  add,  that  if  the  question 
reserved  were,  whether  the  agreement  was  open 
and  subsisting  at  the  time  this  actioft  was  brought^ 
we  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  agency  of  Per- 
kins having  terminated  by  the  death  of  Mr.  Hart, 
the  further  execution  of  the  agreement  was  put 
an  end  to  by  that  event,  and  that,  consequently^ 
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1826.  '  it  was  not  open  when  the  action  was  brought* 
But  the  proposition  is  so  stated  as  to  refer  to  a 
period  antecedent  to  the  death  of  Hart. 

The  second  point  reserved  is  thus  expressed. 

'^  That,  upon  the  whole  evidence.  Hart's  letter 

of  January  14th,  1812,"  and  so  referring  to  the 

other  two  letters  as  in  the  first  point,  *^  constitute 

a  special  agreement,  defining  the  nature  and  ex* 

tent  of  Perkins'  agency,  and  settling  the  subjects 

upon  which  he  was  to  receive  compensation,  and 

the  amount  of  that  compensation,  the  legal  ope* 

ration  of  which  agreement  is  to  preclude  Perkins 

from  claiming  compensation  for  any  thing  done 

in  the  execution  of  his  a|^ncy,  except  according 

to  the  terms  of  that  agreement." 

Theiegaiope-     It  has  bccn  already^ Stated,  that  the  three  let** 

>^dai  agrU!  tcrs  particularly  referred  to  in  this  point,  did  con- 

it^"^»tended'  stitutc  a  spccial  agreement  upon  the  subject  of 

piarntiff'^from  commissions  to  be  paid  to  Perkins  by  way  of 

com'^Dsationy  compeusation  for  his  agency  in  the  sale  of  Hart's 

wuh  hs^twrot!  ^^^^®'    -^°^»  ^^  ^^y  ^^  added,  that  this  agree- 
ment settles  the  subjects  upon  which  Perkins 

was  to  receive  compensation,  and  the  amount  of 
that  compensation.  If  so,  there  can  be  no  ques- 
tion but  that  the  legal  operation  of  this  agree- 
ment, as  to  every  claim  founded  upon  it,  is  to 
preclude  Perkins  from  recovering  any  compensa- 
tion which  is  not  consistent  with  the  terms  of 
that  agreement.  For,  although  in  the  cases  be- 
fore stated,  in  which,  the  special  agreement  has 
been  executed,  or  otherwise  closed,  a  general  in^ 
dd>itatus  asBumpnt  may  be  maintained,  it  is»  ne- 
vertheless, true,  that  the  special  agreement  may 
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be  given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  fdr  the    1B26* 
purpoae  of  lessening  the  quantum  of  damages  ^"^^^^ 
to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  t* 

Butf  after  ^1  this  is  admitted,  the  inference  of 
law  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant,  that  P^'-SS^^^^n^ 
kins  is  precluded  by  the  special  agreement  from  JU^efewdaM 
claiming  compensation  for  any  thing  done  in  the  ^oet  not  foi- 
execution  of  his  agency,  except  according  to  the 
terme  of  that  agreement,  does  not  follow.    The 
agreement  is  clearly  prospective,  and  is  confined 
to  the  single  subject  of  commissions  on  the  sale 
of  lands.    This  is  apparent  from  Hart's  letter  of 
the  14th  of  January,  1812,  which  he  prefaces  by 
stating,  that  he  had  concluded  to  offer  certain 
portions  of  his  lands  for  sale  at  that  time,  and 
his  other  lands,  when  they  should  be  partitioned. 
He  desires  Perkins,  as  his  agent,  to  make  the 
necessary  previous  arrangements,  and  to  proceed 
ia  the  sale  of  the  portions  before  mentioned,  and 
of  No.  2.  in  the  13th  range,  as  soon  as  the  par- 
tition should  be  completed,  and  then  he  proceeds 
to  inquire  his  terms  of  agency  as  before  men- 
tioned.   But,  when  we  look  into  the  whole  evi- 
dence, to  which  we  are  referred  by  the  point  re- 
served, it  is  found  that  the  agency  of  Perkins 
commenced  as  early  as  the  year  1803,  and  ex- 
tended to  a  variety  of  duties  unconnected  with 
that  of  selling  land  ;  such  as  exploring  the  lands 
of  his  principal,  having  them   surveyed,  .  their 
quality  and  value  ascertained,  investigating  titles, 
attending  to  law  suits,  paying  taxes,  and  making 
other  advances. 

Now,  it  is  impossible  to  contend,  with  any 


254  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826«  probability  of  success,  that  Perkins  was  pre- 
cluded by  the  special  agreement  from  recovering, 
under  the  general  counts,  a  compensation  for 
those  services,  or,  indeed,  for  any  other  services 
rendered  by  him  in  his  character  of  agent,  which 
are  not  strictly  within  the  scope  of  the  special 
agreement.  But,  the  point  raised  here  is,  that 
he  is  precluded  from  claiming  compensation  for 
any  thing  done  in  the  execution  of  his  agency^ 
except  according  to  the  terms  of  that  agreement, 
although  the  services  so  rendered  are  not  em- 
braced by  it. 
Obscurity  of     What  was  the  nature  of  the  particular  claim 

ihe  record.  i       .         i  i         .  i  .    i        i 

submitted  to  the  jury,  upon  which  the  parties 
consented  that  a  verdict  shodld  be  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  the  record  docs  not  enable  this  Court 
distinctly  to  decide.  So  far  as  any  information  is 
to  be  derived  from  the  declaration,  and  the  addi- 
tional bill  of  particulars,  it  would  rather  seem  as  if 
it  was  for  general  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiff 
without  the  scope  of  the  special  agreement,  that 
being  confined,  as  before  observed,  to  commis- 
sions on  land  sales. 

If  the  paper  found  in  this  record,  headed  thus, 
''  Perkins'  account,  on  which  the  action  is 
brought,"  which  contains  three  items  for  com- 
missions on  as  many  sales  of  land,  and  three 
others  for  interest  on  those  commissions,  is  to 
be  considered  as  the  original  bill  of  particulars 
filed  in  the  cause,  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover,  as  well  those 
commissions  as  a  compensation  for  general  ser- 
vices  not  embraced  by  the  special    agreement. 


mm 


*  1^ 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  255 

Upon  this  state  of  the  case^  the  ooncluaion  of  law    1826. 
insisted  upon  in  this  point  would,  nevertheless,  be 
incorrect,  for  the  reasons. already  stated. 

It  was  contended  by  the  .counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant, that  this  action  would  not  lie  in  a  case, 
where,  by  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  waa  to  be 
compensated  in  land.  This  is^  not  controverted. 
But,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  observe,  that  it  is  not 
stated  in  the  points  reserved,  or  in  the  account 
just  referred  to,  (if  it  be  admitted  to  be  the  ori- 
ginal bill  of  particulars,)  that  the  commissions 
there  charged  arose  upon  an  exchange  of  lands, 
or  were  to  be  discharged  by  land.  The  cfise  is 
too  imperfectly  stated  to  enable  this  Co^urt  to 
say  that  it  gives  rise  to  the  question  to  which  the 
argument  is  directed. 

The  third  and  last  point  reserved  is  thus  ex-  I'bird  point, 
pressed  :  "  That  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for 
the  two  items  in  the  bill  of  particulars. claimed 
and  charged  to  have  arisen  as  matters  of  account 
between  the  parties  in  1814  and  1815,  because 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1815,  and 
on  the  19th  of  March,  1816,  exhibited  and*  stated 
his  general  account  against  William  Hart,  upon 
each  of  which  a  balance  was  due  from,  and  paid 
by,  the  said  William,  as  a  settlement  upon  an 
account  stated,  which  precludes  the  plaintiff  from 
recovering  in  this  action,  for  said  two  items 
claimed  to  have  been  due  before  the  said  ac- 
counts were  rendered." 

The  difficulty  of  this  point  consists  in  the  im-      imperfect 

i»  •  1  •    1    •     •  1        mi       r^  manner        in 

perfect  manner  in  which  it  is  stated.     The  Cqurt  which      this 
may  conjecture,  that  the  bill  of  particulars  al- '**^"** "  * 
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1896.    laded  to  is  the  paper  just  referred  to ;  but  whe- 

^"^y^  ^^^  it  be  80  or  not  is  by  no  means  certain.    If  it 

V.       be  the  bill  intended^  the  difficulty  still  remains, 

^*^     as  the  general  aceawU  is  not  stated,  or  referred 

to,  so  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  decide  whether 

it  does,  or  does  not,  include  the  two  items  which 

it  is  supposed  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  ac« 

tion. 

If  we  look  through  this  record  in  order  to  ob- 
tain information  respecting  this  matter,  we  meet 
with  two  accounts  containing  chaiges  for  ad- 
vances made  by  Perkins,  in  the  years  1814 
and  1815,  for  taxes  due  by  Hart,  and  in  discharge 
of  other  expenses  connected  with  his  agency, 
TiM  stated  M.  both  which  accounts  were  discharged.     But  it 

count  no  bM.  ^ 

surely  cannot  be  contended,  that  the  settlement 
and  discharge  of  an  account  for  money  lent  and 
advanced  for  the  use  of  the  testator,  is  a  bar  to  a 
claim  for  commissions,  or  of  any  other  demand 
not  included  in  the  settled  account.  If,  to  a  bill 
for  an  account,  the  defendant  plead,  or,  in  his 
answer  rely^  upon  a  settled  account,  the  plaintiff 
may  surcharge,  by  alleging  and  proving  omis- 
sions in  the  account,  or  may  falsify,  by  showing 
errors  in  some  of  the  items  stated  in  it. 

The  rule  is  the  same  in  principle  at  law ;  a 
settled  account  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of 
its  correctness.  It  may  be  impeached  by  proof 
of  unfairness,  or  mistake,  in  law,  or  in  fact ;  and 
if  it  be  confined  to  particular  items  of  account, 
it  concludes  nothing  in  relation  to  other  items 
not  stated  in  it. 
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The  legal  conclusion^  therefore,  insisted  upon  1826. 
by  the  defendanti  that  the  plaintiff  is  precluded 
from  recovering  in  this  action  i»r  the  two  items 
claimed  to  have  been  due  before  the  two  ac- 
counts  spoken  of  were  rendered^  is  not  correctly 
drawn,  unless  it  appeared,  from  the  point  re- 
served, that  those  two  items  were  included  in 
what  is  styled  the  account  stated. 

It  may  ftirther  be  remarked,  that  even  if  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  by  the 
settlement  and  discharge  from  recovering  the 
amount  of  the  two  items  referred  to,  it  would 
not  follow  that  the  law  is  for  the  defendant  upon 
the  whole  verdict,  although  it  might  be  sufficient 
to  induce  the  Court  below  to  grant  a  new  trial, 
if  it  had  been  applied  for,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  for  too  much* 

Were  this  cause  before  the  Court  upon  a  writ 
of  error,  the  imperfections  in  the  points  reserved 
which  have  been  noticed,  would  render  it  proper 
to  reverse  the  judgment,  and  to  direct  a  venire 
de  novo  to  be  awarded.  Being  an  adjourned 
case,  it  would  be  improper  for  this  Court  to  give 
any  such  direction  to  the  Court  below. 

Certificate.  This  cause  came  on  to  be  ar- 
gued on  the  certificate  of  division  in  opinion  of 
the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Cinirt  for  the  District 
of  Ohio.  On  consideration  whereof,  (his  Court 
is  of  opinion,  that  the  points  reserved,  upon 
which  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  of  that  Court 
were  opposed,  are  too  imperfectly  stated  to  ena- 
ble this  Court  to  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  them . 
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[Illegal  Contract.] 

Armstrong,  Plaintiff  in  Error, 

against 
ToLER,  Defendant  in  Error. 

Where  a  contract  grows  immediately  out  of,  and  is  connected  with, 
an  illegal  or  immoral  act,  a  Court  of  justice  will  not  lend  ii» 
aid  to  enforce  it. 

So,  if  the  contract  be  in  part  only  connected  with  the  illegal  consi- 
deration, and  growing  immediately  out  of  it,  though  it  be,  in  fact, 
a  new  contract,  it  is  equally  tainted  by  it. 

But  if  the  promise  be  entirely  disconnected  with  the  illegal  act,  and 
is  founded  on  k  new  consideration,  it  is  not  affected  by  the  act,  al- 
though It  was  known  to  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  was  made, 
and  although  he  was  the  contriver  and  conductor  of  the  illegal  act. 

Thus,  where  A.,  during  a  war,  contrived  a  plan  for  importing  goods 
on  his  own  account  from  the  enemy's  country,  and  goods  were  sent 
to  B.  by  the  same  vessel :  A.,  at  the  request  of  B.,  became  surety 
for  the  payment  of  the  duties  on  B.'s  goods,  and  became  responsi- 
ble for  the  expenses  on  a  prosecution  for  the  illegal  importation 
of  the  goods,  and  was  compelled  to  pay  them :  Hdd,  that  A.  might 
maintain  an  action  on  the  promise  of  B.  to  refund  the  money. 

But  if  the  importation  is  the  result  of  a  scheme  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  or  if  the  plaintiff  has  any  interest  in  the  goods, 
or  if  they  are  consigned  to  him  with  his  privity,  in  order  that  he 
may  protect  them  for  the  owner,  a  promise  to  repay  any  advances 
made  under  such  understanding  or  agreement  is  utterly  void. 


ERROR  to  the  ^Circuit  Court  of  Pennsylva- 
nia. 


This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  Toler,  against  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  Arnastrong,  to  recover  a  sum  of 
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money  paid  by  Toler,  on  account  of  goods,  1826. 
the  property  of  Armstrong  and  otheri^,  con-  ^^^J^^^^^ 
signed  to  Toler,  which  had  been  seized  and  v. 
libelled  in  the  District  Court  of  Maine  in  the 
year  1814,  as  having  been  imported  contrary  to 
law.  The  goods  were  shipped  during  the  late 
war  with  Great  Britain,  at  St.  Johns,  in  the  pro- 
vince of  New-Brunswick,  for  Armstrong  and 
other  citizens  and  residents  of  the  United  States, 
and  consigned  to  Toler,  also  a  domiciled  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  The  goods  were  delivered 
to  the  agent  of  the  claimants  on  stipulation  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  Toler  becoming 
liable  for  the  appraised  value ;  and  Armstrong's 
part  of  the  goods  were  afterwards  delivered  to 
him,  on  his  promise  to  pay  Toler  his  proportion 
of  any  sum  for  which  Toler  might  be  liable, 
should  the  goods  be  condemned.  The  goods 
having  been  condemned,  Toler  paid  their  ap- 
praised value,  and  brought  this  action  to  recover 
back  from  Armstrong  his  proportion  of  the 
amount.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  defend- 
ant below  resisted  the  demand,  on  the  principle 
that  the  contract  was  void,  as  having  been  made 
on  an  illegal  consideration.  When  the  testi- 
mony on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  below  was  con- 
cluded, the  counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted, 
^on  his  behalf,  to  the  Court,  that  the  several  mat- 
ters propounded  and  given  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  were  not  sufficient,  and 
ought  not  to  be  allowed,  as  decisive  evidence  to 
entitle  the*  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  issue,  and 
to  recover  against  the  defendant.     The  judge 
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1826.     thereupon  delivered  the  following  charge  to  the 
^^JJ'JJ^j^J^  jury,  which  is  .spread  at  large  upon  the  record. 
V.  ^<  The  rule  of  law  under  which  the  defendant 

^  ^^'  seeks  to  shelter  himself  against  a  compliance 
with  his  contract,  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  for 
all  sums  which  he  might  have  to  pay  on  account 
of  the  goods  shipped  from  New-Brunswick  for 
the  defendant,  and  consigned  to  the  plaintiff,  is 
a  salutary  one,  founded  in  morality  and  good 
policy,  and  which  recommends  itself  to  the  good 
sense  of  every  man. as  soon  as  it  is  stated.  The 
principle  of  the  rule  is,  that  no  man  ought  to  be 
heard  in  a  Court  of  justice,  who  seeks  to  en- 
/  force  a  contract  founded  in  or  arising  out  of 

moral  or  political  turpitude.  The  rule  itself 
has  sometimes  been  carried  to  inconvenient 
lengths  ;  the  difficulty,  being,  not  in  any  unsound- 
ness in  the  rule  itself,  but  in  its  fitness  to  the 
particular  cases  to  which  it  has  been  applied. 
Does  the  taint  in  the  original  transaction  infect 
and  vitiate  every  contract  growing  out  of  it, 
however  remotely  connected  with  it?  This 
would  be  to  extend  the  rule  beyond  the  policy 
which  produced  it,  and  would  lead  to  the  most 
inconvenient  consequences ;  carried  out  to  such 
an  extent,  it  would  deserve  to  be  entitled  a  rule 
to  encourage  and  protect  fraud.  So  far  as  the 
rule  operates  to  discourage  the  perpetration  of 
an  immoral  or  illegal  act,  it  is  founded  in  the 
strongest  reason,  but  it  cannot  safely  be  pushed 
farther.  If,  for  example,  the  man  who  imports 
goods  for  another,  by  means  of  a  violation  of 
the  laws  of  his   country,   is  disqualified  from 
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AnnstroDg 


founding  any  action  upon  such  illegal  transac-  I82& 
tion,  for  the  value  or  freight  of  the  goocUi,  or 
other  advances  made  on  them,  he.  is  justly  pu-  ▼. 
nished  for  the  immorality  of  the  act,  and  a  powr  '^^'^^ 
erfnl  discouragement  from  the  perpetration  of 
it  i9  provided  by  the  rule.  But  after  the  act  is 
accomplished,  no  new  contract  ought  to  be 
affected  by  it;  it  ought  not  to  vitiate  the  con- 
tract of  the  retail  merchant,  who  buys  these  goods 
from  the  importer,  that  of  the  tailor,  who  pur* 
chases  frpm  the  merchant,  or  of  the  customers 
of  the  former,  amongst  whom  the  goods  are  dis- 
tributed in  clothing,  although  the  illegality  of 
the  original  act  was  known  to  each  of  the  above 
persons,  at  the  time  he  contracted* 

*^  I  understand  the  rule,  as  now  clearly  settled, 
to  be,  that  where  the  contract  grows  immediately 
out  of,  and  is  connected  with,  an  illegal  or  im- 
moral act,  a  Court  of  justice  will  not  lend  its  aid 
to. enforce  it.  And  if  the  contract  be  in  part 
only  connected  with  the  illegal  transaction,  and 
growing  immediately  out  of  it,  though  it  be,  in 
fact,  a  new  contract,  it  is  equally  tainted  by  it. . 
The  case  before  supposed,  of  an  action  for  the 
value  of  goods  illegally  imported  for  another,  or 
freight  and  expenses  attending,  founded  upon  a 
promise  express  or  implied,  exemplifies  a  part  of 
the  above  rule ;  the  latter  part  of  it  may  be  ex- 
plained by  the  following  case :  As  if  the  impor- 
tation was  the  result  of  a  scheme  to  consign  the 
goods  to  the  friend  of  the  owner,  with  the  privity 
of  the  former,  that  he  might  protect  and  defend 
them  for  the  owner  in  case  they  should  be  brought 
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1826.  into  jeopardy » I  should  consider  a  bond  or  pro- 
mise afterwards  given  by  the  owner  to  his  friend, 
to  indemnify  him  for  his  advances  on  account  of 
any  proceedings  against  the  property  or  other- 
wise, to  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gesta^  or  of 
the  original  transaction,  though  it  purports  to  be 
anew  contract.  For, it  would  clearly  be  a  pro- 
mise growing  immediately  out  of,  and  connected 
with,  the  illegal  transaction.  It  would  be,  in  fact, 
all  one  transaction  ;  and  the  party  to  whom  the 
promise  was  made  would,  by  such  a  contrivance, 
contribute,  in  effect,  to  the  success  of  the  illegal 
measure. 

^^  But,  if  the  promise  be  unconnected  with  the 
illegal  act,  and  is  founded  on  a  new  considera- 
tion, it  is  not  tainted  by  the  act,  although  it  was 
known  to  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  was 
made,  and  although  he  was  the  contriver  and 
conductor  of  the  illegal  act.  Thus,  if  A.  should, 
during  wdr,  contrive  a  plan  for  importing  goods 
from  the  country  of  the  enemy,  on  his  own  ac- 
count, by  means  of  smuggling,  or  of  a  collusive 
capture,  and  in  the  same  vessel  should  be  sent 
goods  for  B. ;  and  A.  should,  upon  the  request 
pf  B.,  become  surety  for  payment  of  the  duties, 
or  should  undertake  to  become  answerable  for 
expenses  on  account  of  a  prosecution  for  the  ille- 
gal importation,  or  should  advance  money  to  B. 
to  enable  him  to  pay  those  expenses ;  these  acts 
constituting  no  part  of  the  original  scheme,  here 
would  be  a  new  contract  upon  a  valid  and  legal 
consideration,  unconnected  with  the  original  act, 
although  remotely  caused  by  it ;  and  such  contract 


^ 
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would  not  be  so  contaminated  by  the  turpitude  of    1826. 
the  offensive  act,  as  to  turn  A.  out  of  Court  when  jj^^^jj^ 
seeking  to  enforce  it,  although  the  illegal  intro-        y 
duction  of  the  goods  into  the  country  was  the 
consequence  of  the  scheme  projected  by  A.  in 
relation  to  his  own  goods. 

"  Whether  the  plaintiff  has  any  interest  in  the 
goods  imported  by  the  defendant  from  New- 
Brunswick,  or  was  the  contriver  of,  or  concerned 
in,  a  scheme  to  introduce  these  goods,  or  .even 
his  own,  if  he  had  any,  into  the  United  States, 
by  means  of  a  collusive  capture  or  otherwise,  or 
consented  to  become  the  consignee  of  the  de- 
fendant's goods,  with  a  view  to  their  introduc- 
tion, are  questions  which  must  depend  upon  the 
evidence,  of  which  you  must  judge.  It  ought, 
however,  to  be  remembered,  that  it  would  seem, 
from  the  letters  of  introduction  of  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  some  time  after  this  importation 
had  taken  place,  that  these  gentlemen  were,  at 
that  time,  strangers  to  each  other.'' 

And  the  jurors  having  submitted  to  the  Court 
an  inquiry,  in  the  words  following,  viz.  ^'  The 
jury  beg  leave  to  ask  the  Judge,  whether  Toler 
must  have  an  interest  in  Armstrong's  goods  to 
constitute  him  a  participator  in  the  voyage  ?  If 
simply  having  goods  on  board  will  constitute 
him  such  ?"  The  Court  gave  their  opinion  upon 
the  same  as  follows  :  '^  The  plaintiff  simply  hav- 
ing goods  on  board  would  not  constitute  him  a 
participator,  or  affect  the  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant.    Being  interested  in  the  goods  would." 

This  charge  was  excepted  to  by  the  defendant, 
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1826.     and  a  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
^^-^"v^^.  on  which  a  judirment  waa  rendered  in  his  favour, 

Armstrong  ■  i       i  .        i*  i  • 

V.       the  cause  was  brought,  by  writ  of  error,  to  this 
^"*^'-     Court. 

Feb.  £4/A.       Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  Wheatany  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  stated,  that  this  case  arose  out  of  an 
illegal  importation  of  goods  from  the  enemy's 
country  during  the  late  war,  upon  the  false  and 
fraudulent  pretext  of  a  capture  jure  heUi^  which 
was  finally  pronounced  by  this  Court  to  be  collu- 
sive, and  the  property  condemned  to  the  govern- 
ment.*   They  argued,  that  although  the  abstract 
principles,  laid  down  in  the  charge  of  the  Court 
below,  might  be  considered  as  correct  in  point 
of  law,  no  one  of  the  hypothetical  cases  put  by 
the  learned  Judge,  fully  stated  the  facts  as  proved 
in  the  cause.    The  whole  case  being  submitted, 
and  the  Court  being  asked  to  give  a  general  in- 
struction, the  charge  ought  to  have  been  appli- 
cable to  the  case  in  evidence,  which,«it  was  con- 
tended, it  was  not.    Admitting,  therefore,  the 
opinions  in  the  charge  to  be  correct,  it  was  still 
liable  to  exception,  because  there  was  a  material 
part  of  the  case  which  it  did  not  embrace.     The 
charge  did  not  state  what  the  law  would  be,  if 
Toler  knew,  previous  to  the  consignment,  that 
Armstrong  was  engaged  in  this  unlawful  trade. 
The  general  principle,  that  no  action  could  be 
maintained  upon  a  contract  growing  out  of  an 
immoral  or  illegal  transaction,  was  insisted  on 

a  The  George,  1  Wheat.  Rep.  408.  S.  C.  2  Jfl^eai.  Rep.  27». 
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as  applicable  to  this  case,  where  the  transaction    1826. 
was  not  subsequent  or  collateral,  but  directly  ^^[JJ^^(^^ 
connected  with  the  unlawful  act/    The  authori-        v. 
ties  cited  would  show,  that  this  principle  has 
been  constantly  recognised  in  the  Courts  of  jus- 
tice both  in  England  and  this  country,  and  it 
might,  indeed,  be  said  to  form  a  rule  of  univer- 
sal law  which  had  been  incorporated  into  the 
civil  code  of  every  nation/ 

a  Collins  V.  Blantem^S  Wils,  Rep.  347.  Holman  v.  Johnson, 
Cowp.  Rep.  341.  Biggs  v.  Lawrence^  3  Term  Rep.  454.  Cliigas 
V.  Pchaldiiay  4  Term.  Rep.  466.  Steers  v.  Laishley,  6  Term  Rep. 
61.  Booth  V.  Hodgson,  6  TermR^.  405.  Waymell  v.  Reed, 
5  Term  Rep.  599.  Ex  parte  Mather,  3  Fea.jm.  Rep.  378.  Rib- 
bans  V.  Crickett,  1  Boa.  ^  PuU.  264.  Lightfoot  v.  Tenant,  1  Bos. 
^  Pun.  551.  Aubert  V.  Maze,  2  Boa.  ^  PuU.  371.  Shirley  v. 
Saokey,  2  Boe.tf  Putt.  130.  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  7  Fes, 
Hep.  470.  Ex  parte  Daniels,  14  Vea.  Rep.  191.  Ex  parte 
Bell,  1  Maul.  Sf  8eho.  751.  Cooth  v.  Jackson,  6  Vea.  Rep.  n. 
Bral^ton  v.  Taddy,  1  Taunt.  Rep.  6.  Edgar  v.  Fowler,  3  Eaafa 
Ajep.  222.  Morck  v.  Abet,  3  Boa.  Sf  Putt.  35.  Blachford  v. 
Preston,  8  Term  Rep.  89.  Gallini  v.  Laborie,  5  Term  Rep.  242. 
SulliTan  V.  Greaves,  Park.  Ins.  S.  Mitchell  v.  Cockburn,  2  ff. 
Bl.  Rep.  379.  Cansan  v.  Bryce,  3  Barmo.  ^  Aid.  179.  Dun- 
canson  v.  M'CIure,  4  Datt.  Rep.  308.  Hunt  v.  Knickerbocker, 
5  Johna.  Rep.  327*  Whitaker  v.  Cone,  2  Johna.  Caa.  58.  Bel- 
ding  V.  Pitkin,  t  Johna.  Ch.  147.  Graves  v.  Delaplaine,  14  Johns. 
Rep.  146.  Grisiroldv;Waddington,l 6  JoAiM./Efp.  438.  Ri- 
chardson V.  MaHne  Ins.  Co.,  6  Maaa.  Rep.  ill.  Russell  v.  De 
Chratid,  15  Mom.  Rep.  35.  Wheeler  v.  Russel,  17  Maaa.  Rep. 
281.  Mussoilv.  Frales,  ]6Afas«.  Rep.  334.  Frales  v.  May- 
berry,  2  GaOia.  Rep.  560.  Hannay  v.  Eve,  3  Cranch^a  Rep. 
242f.  Patton  v.  Nicholson,  3  Wheat.  Rep.  204.  Mitchel  v. 
Snlitb,  4  Datt.  Rep.  269.  S.  C.  1  Binn.  Rep.  110.  Maybin  v. 
Cottlon,  4  Datt.  Rep.  298.  Biddis  v.  James,  6  Binn.  Rep.  321 . 
Couk>n  V.  Anthony,  4  Yeatea^  24. 

6  Pothier^  Dea  Ohligationay  No.  43 — 45.  Dea  AaauranceSy 
No.  58.    EmSrigony  Dea  Aaa.  torn.  1.  p.  211. 

Vol.  XI.  34 


266  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.  Mr.  C.  J.  Ingersoll,  contra,  insisted,  that  the 
^X!^^i^^  ^^^  ^"  ^^^8  subject  was  accurately  laid  down  in 
V.  the  Judge's  charge,  and  although  there  was  some 
apparent  discrepancy  in  the  cases,  they  would 
all  be  found  to  be  reconciled  by  the  clear  and  in- 
telligible principles  of  the  charge.  The  distinc- 
tion was,  that  where  the  contract  was  disconnect- 
ed with  the  original  unlawful  act,  and  was  found- 
ed on  a  new  and  distinct  consideration,  an  action 
might  be  maintained  upon  it,  although  it  could 
not  be  maintained  upon  a  contract  directly  arising 
out  of  the  illegal  act.''    The  questions  of  fact, 

a  Faikney  v.  Reynous,  4  Burr.  Rep,  2069*  Petrie  v.  Han- 
nay,  3  Term  Rep.  418.  Farmer  v.  Russel,  1  Bos.  ^  PuH  295. 
Tenant  v.  Eliot,  i  Bos.  ^  Pull.  3-  Lloyd  v.  Johnson,  1  Bos.  if 
Pull.  340.  Watts  V.  Brooks,  3  Ves.jun.  Rep.  612.  Bird  v.  Ap- 
pleton,  8  Term  Rep.  562.  Ex  parte  Bulmer,  13  Ves.  Rep.  313. 
Sewell  V.  Royal  Exch.  Co.,  4  Taunt.  Rep.  850.  Hodgson  t. 
Temple,  5  Taunt.  Rep.  181.  Haines  v.  Busk,  5  IViufi^  Rep.  521. 
Simpson  v.  Bloss,  7  Taunt.  Rep.  246.  Antoine'v.  Morsheftd, 
6,  Taunt.  Rep.  237.  S.  C.  1  Marsh.  Rq^.  56l.  Danbroz  v. 
Morshead,  6  Taunt.  Rep.  332.  Willison  v.  Pattison,  7  Taunt. 
Rep.  439.  Evans  v.  Richardson,  3  Meriv.  Rep.  469*  Edwards 
V.  Dick,  4  Bamw.  ^  Aid.  211.  Woodhouse  v.  Meredith,  1  Jac. 
if  Walk.  204.  Whittiugham  v.  Bourgoyne,  3  AnMr.  900. 
Booth  V.  Jackson,  6  Fes.  Rep.  12.  Edgar  v.  Fowler,  3  East's 
Rep.  222.  Bensley  v.  Bingold,  5  Bamw.  8f  Aid.  335.  Johnson 
V.  Hudson,  11  Easfs  Rep.  180.  Gross  v.  Lapage,  1  HoWs  N. 
P.  Rep.  105.  107*  and  cases  collected  in  note.  Hedley  v.  La- 
page,  1  HoWs  N.  P.  Rep.  392.  Duhammel  v.  Pickering,  2  Stark. 
N.  P.  Rep.  90.  Stokes  v.  Twitcher,  8  Taunt.  R^.  492.  Gaw 
on  Partnership^  105.  2  Evan^  Pothiery  Appendix,  No  I.  p. 
8.  1  F<mhl.  £g.  b.  1.  c.  4.  s.  4.  note  y.  Pufend.  1. 3.  c.  7.  s.  9. 
note  2. 
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whether  Toler  had  any  interest  in  Armstrong's  1826. 
goods,  or  was  the  contriver  of,  or  concerned  in,  ^JJ[[^Jj!^ 
a  scheme  to  introduce  them  into  this  country  by  ▼. 
any  unlawful  means,  or  consented  to  become  the 
consignee  of  the  goods  with  a  view  to  their  in- 
troduction, were  fairly  left  to  the  jury,  and  are 
found  by  them  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  So  that 
the  whole  question  arose  upon  the  abstract  cor- 
rectness of  the  charge,  and  the  propositions  of 
law  laid  down  to  the  jury.  Unless  these  could 
be  shown  to  be  erroneous,  the  judgment  must  be 
affirmed.  It  was  also  urged,  that  if  the  taint  of 
the  original  illegality  of  transactions  was  suffer- 
ed to  infect  new  contracts  with  third  parties,  upon 
different  considerations,  it  would  put  a  most  in- 
convenient restraint  upon  trade,  and  the  whole 
business  of  life. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall   delivered   the  March  m. 
opinion  of  the  Court,  and,  after  stating  the  case, 
proceeded  as  follows : 

The  only   point   moved    by   the  defendant's  Examination 

•^      "^  ^  of  the  correct- 

counsel  to  the  Court,  was,  that  the  evidence  was "««    of  the 

not  decisive  in  favour  of  the  plaintiif.  The  Court 
gave  this  opinion.  The  charge  does  not  inti- 
mate that  the  testimony  was  conclusive,  but 
leaves  the  case  to  the  jury  to  be  decided  by  them 
under  the  control  of  certain  legal  principles 
which  are  stated  in  the  charge.  To  entitle  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  a  judgment  of  reversal,  he 
must  show  that  some  one  of  these  principles  is 
erroneous  to  his  prejudice. 

The  main  object  of  the  charge  is  to  state  to 
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1826.  the  jury  the  law  of  contracts  on  an  illegal  eonsi- 
""^^^^^  deration,  90  far  as  it  was  supposed  to  bear  on  the 
V.  case  before  them.  To  enable  them  to  apply  the 
law  to  tlie  facts,  the  Conrt  supposed  many  caaes 
in  which  the  contract  would  be  void,  the  conai- 
deratiiMi  being  illegal.  It  is  unnecessary  to  re- 
view this  part  of  the  charge,  because  it  is  entirely 
favourable  to  the  plaintLff  in  error. 

After  having  stated  the  law  to  be,  that  where 
the  contract  grows  immediately  out  of  an  illegal 
act,  .a  Court  of  justice  will  not  enforce  it,  the 
Court  proceeds  to  say,  ^'  But  if  the  promise  be 
unconnected  with  the  illegal  act,  and  is  founded 
on  a  new  consideration,  it  is  not  tainted  by  the 
act,  although  it  was  known  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  promise  was  made,  and  although  he  was  the 
contriver  and  conductor  of  the  illegal  act.  Thus, 
if  ^should,  during  war,  contrive  a  plan  for  im- 
porting goods  from  the  country  of  the  enemy,  on 
his  own  account,  by  means  of  smuggling,  or  of  a 
collusive  capture,  and  goods  should  be  sent  in 
the  same  vessel  for  K;  and  A.  should,  upon  the 
request  of  B.,  become  surety  for  the  payment  of 
the  duties,  or  should  undertake  to  become  an- 
swerable fot  the  expenses  on  account  of  a  pro- 
secution for  illegal  importation,  or  should  ad- 
vance money  to  B.  to  enable  him  to  pay  those 
expenses ;  these  acts  constituting  no  part  of  the 
original  scheme,  here  would  be  a  new  contract 
upon  a  valid  and  legal  consideration,  unconnect- 
ed with  the  original  act,  although  remotely  caused 
by  it,  and  such  contract  would  not  be  so  conta- 
minated by  the  turpitude  of  the  offensive  act,  as 
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to  turn  A.  out  of  Court  when  seeking  to  eitforee    1S26. 
it ;  although  the  illegal  introduction  of  the  goods  ^J^[^|^ 
into  the  oountry  was  the   consequence  of  the     jr-^ 
scheme  projected  by  A.  in  relation  to  his  own 
goods*^ 

If  this  opinion  be  contrary  to  law,  the  judg^ 
ment  ought  to  be  reversed.  The  opinion  is,  that 
a  new  contract,  founded  on  a  new  consideration^ 
although  in  relation  to  property  respecting  which 
there  had  been  unlawftil  transactions  between 
the  parties,  is  not  itself  unlawful.  This  general 
proposition  is  illustrated  by  particular  examples, 
and  will  be  best  understood  by  considering  the 
examples  themselves.  The  case  supposed  is, 
that  A.,  during  a  war,  contrives  a  plan  for  im* 
porting  goods  on  his  own  account  from  the  coun- 
try of  the  enemy,  and  that  goods  are  sent  to  B. 
by  the  same  vessel.  A.,  at  the  request  of  B., 
becomes  surety  for  the  payment  of  the  duties 
which  accrue  on  the  goods  of  B.,  and  is  com- 
pelled to  pay  them ;  can  he  maintain  an  action  on 
the  promise  of  B.  to  return  this  money  ?  The 
opinion  is,  that  such  an  action  may  be  sustained. 
The  case  does  not  suppose  A.  to  be  concerned, 
or  in  any  manner  instrumental  in  promoting  the 
illegal  importation  of  B.,  but  to  have  been  merely 
engaged  himself  in  a  similar  illegal  transaction, 
and  to  have  devised  the  plan  for  himself,  which 
B.  afterwards  adopted.  This  illustration  ex- 
plains what  was  meant  by  the  general  words 
previously  used,  which,  unexplained,  would  have 
been  exceptionable. 
•  The  contract  made  with  the  government  for 
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1826*  the  pajTment  of  duties,  is  a  substantive  inde-:- 
^J^P'^^  pendent  contract,  entirely  distinct  from  the  un-? 
▼.  lawful  importation.  The  consideration  is  not 
infected  with  the  vice  of  the  importation.  If 
the  amount  of  duties  be  paid  by  A.  for  B.,  it  is 
the  payment  of  a  debt  due  in  good  failh  from  B. 
to  the  government ;  and  if  it  may  not  constitute 
the  consideration  of  a  promise  to  repay .  it,  the 
reason  must  be,  that  two  persons  who  are  sepa- 
rately engaged  in  an  unlawful  trade,  can  make 
no  contract  with  each  other ;  at  any  rate,  no  con- 
tract, which,  in  any  manner,  respects  the  goods 
unlawfully  imported  by  either  of  them.  This 
would  be,  to  connect  distinct  and  independent 
transactions  with  each  other,  and  to  infuse  into 
one  which  was  perfectly  fair  and  legal  in  itself, 
the  contaminating  matter  which  infected  the 
other.  This  would  introduce  extensive  mischief 
into  the  ordinary  affairs  and  transactions  of  life, 
not  compensated  by  any  one  accompanying  ad- 
vantage. 
The  act  of  The  samc  principle,  diversified  in  form,  is  illus- 
prosecution  for  trated  bv  auother  example^    If  A.  should  become 

an      unlawful  ttn  ^      r 

importation,    auswcrable  for  expenses  on  account  ot  a  prose- 
growing  out  of  cution  for  the  illegal  importation,  or  should  ad- 
de^ncTJln^'ofvance  money  to  B.  to  enable  him  to  pay  those 
i^X^rtaUM,^"'  expenses,  these  acts,  the  Court  thought,  would 
are  raiid.      coustitute  a  ucw  contract,  the  consideration  of 
which  would  be  sufficient  to  maintain  an  action. 
It  cannot  be  questioned  that,  however  strongly 
the  laws  may  denounce  the  crime  of  importing 
goods  from  the  enemy  in  time  of  war,  the  act  of 
defending   a    prosecution   instituted   in   conse- 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 


271 


quence  of  such  illegal  importation  is  perfeetly 
lawful.  Money  advanced  then  by  a  friend  in 
such  a  case,  is  advanced  for  a  lawful  purpose^ 
and  a  promise  to  repay  it  is  made  on  a  lawful 
consideration.  The  criminal  importation  con- 
stitutes no  part  of  this  consideration. 

It  is  laid  down  with  great  clearness,  that  if  the 
importation  was  the  result  of  a  scheme  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  if  the  plaintiff 
had  any  interest  in  the  goods,  or  if  they  were 
consigned  to  him  with  his  privity,  that  he  might 
protect  and  defend  them  for  the  owner,  a  bond 
or  promise  given  to  repay  any  advances  made  in 
pursuance  of  such  understanding  or  agreement, 
would  be  utterly  void. 

The  questions  whether  the  plaintiff  had  any 
interest  in  the  goods  of  the  defendant,  or  was 
the  contriver  of,  or  concerned  in,  a  scheme  to  in- 
troduce them,  or  consented  to  become  the  con- 
signee of  the  defendant's  goods,  with  a  view  to 
their  introduction,  were  left  to  the  jury.     The 
vpoint  of  law  decided  is,  that  a  subsequent  in- 
'  dependent  contract,   founded  on  a  new  consi- 
deration, is  not  contaminated  by  the  illegal  im- 
^portation,  dthough  such  illegal  importation  was 
:  known  to  Toler,  when  the  contract  was  made, 
provided  he  was  not  interested  in  the  goods,  and 
had  no  previous  concern  in  their  importation. 

Questions  upon  illegal  contracts  have  arisen 
very  often,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country ; 
and  no  principle  is  better  settled,  than  that  no 
action  can  be  maintained  on  a  contract,  the  con- 
sideration of  which  is  either  wicked  in  itself,  or 
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1826.  prohibited  by  law.  How  far  this  principle  is  to 
ftffect  subsequent  or  colkbteral  contracts,  the  di- 
rect and  immediate  consideration  of  which  is 
not  immoral  or  illegal,  is  a  question  of  conside*- 
rable  intricacy,  on  which  many  controversies  have 
arisen,  and  many  decisions  have  been  made.  In 
Faikn^  v.  Reynausy  (4  Burr.  2069.)  the  plain- 
tiff and  one  Richardson  were  jointly  concerned 
in  cdrtain  contracts  prohibited  by  law^  on  which  a 
loss  was  sustained,  the  whole  of  which  wa9»  paid 
by  the  pliatntiffs  ;  and  a  bond  was  given  for  se-* 
during  the  repayment  of  Richardson's  pi opor- 
tion  of  the  loss.  To  a  suit  on  this  bond,  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  the  statute  prohibiting  the 
original  transaction,  but  the  Court  held,  on  de<^ 
murrer,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 
Although  this  was  the  case  of  a  bond,  the  judg- 
ment does  not  appear  to  have  turned  on  that 
circumstance.  Lord  Mansfield  gave  his  opinion 
on  the  general  ground,  that  if  one  person  apply 
to  another  to  pay  his  debt,  (whether  contracted 
on  the  score  of  usury,  or  for  any  other  purpose,) 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  it  back  again;  This  is 
a  strong  case  to  show  that  a  subsequent  contract, 
not  stipulating  a  prohibited  act,  although  for 
money  advanced  in  satisfaction  of  an  unlawfiil 
transaction,  may  be  sustained  in  a  Court  of  jus- 
tice. In  a  subsequent  case,  (6  Term  Rep.  410.) 
Ashhurst,  J.  said,  the  defendants  were  held  liable 
because  they  had  voluntarily  given  another  secu* 
rity. 

In  the  case  of  Petrie  amd  Another ^  Executors 
of  Keehle,  v.  Hannay^y  (3  Term  Rep.  418.)  the 
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testator  of  the  plaintiffs  was  engaged  with  the     1826. 
defendant  and  others  in  stock  transactions,  which  ^"^^'^C^ 

Armstrong 

were  forbidden  by  law,  on  which  considerable  _▼. 
losses  had  been  sustained,  which  were  paid  by 
Portis,  their  broker.  Keeble  repaid  the  broker 
the  whole  sum  advanced  by  him  except  84 
pounds,  which  was,  in  part,  the  defendant's  share 
of  the  loss,  for  which  Keeble  drew  a  bill  on  the 
defendant, '  which  was  accepted.  The  bill  not 
being  paid,  a  suit  was  brought  upon  it  by  Portis 
against  the  executors  of  Keeble,  and  judgment 
obtained,  they  not  setting  up  the  illegal  conside- 
ration. The  executors  brought  this  action  to  re- 
cover the  money  they  had  paid,  and  it  was  held, 
by  three  Judges  against  one,  on  the  authority  of 
Faiknejf  v.  Reynotis,  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
maintain  their  action.  A  distinction  was  taken 
in  cases  where  money  was  paid  by  one  person 
for  another,  on  an  illegal  transaction,  by  which 
the  parties  were  not  bound ;  between  a  voluntary 
payment,  and  one  made  on  the  request  of  the 
party ;  between  an  assumpsit  raised  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  and  an  express  assumpsit.  Although 
the  former  would  not  support  the  action,  it  was 
held  that  the  latter  would. 

This,  also,  is  a  strong  case  to  show  that  a  new 
contract,  by  which  money  is  advanced  at  the  re- 
quest of  another,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing, 
where  there  is  an  express  promise  to  pay,  may 
sustain  an  action,  although  the  money  was  ad- 
vanced to  satisfy  an  illegal  claim. 

In  Farmer  v.  Russell  et  al.  (1  Bos.  Sf  Pull. 

Vol.  Xf.  35 


o 
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1826.  ^95.)  it  was  held,  that  if  A.  is  indebted  to  B.  on 
'"'iT^^'C^^  ^  contract  forbidden  by  law,  and  pays  the  money 
T.  to  C.  for  the  use  of  B.,  a  Court  will  give  judg-' 
'^^^^''  ment  in  favour  of  B.  against  C.  for  this  money. 
In  this  case,  B.  could  not  have  recovered  against 
A.,  but  when  the  money  came  into  the  hands  of 
O.,  a  new  promise  was  raised  on  a  new  conside- 
ration, which  was  not  infected  by  the  vice  of  the 
original  contract.  In  this  case,  Chief  Justice 
Eyre  said,  that  the  plaintiff's  demand  arose  sim- 
ply from  the  circumstance,  that  money  was  put 
into  the  hands  of  C.  for  his  use ;  and  Justice 
BuUer  said,  that  the  action  did  not  arise  upon  the 
ground  of  the  illegal  contract.  Yet,  in  this  case, 
^.'s  original  title  to  the  money  was  founded  on  an 
unlawful  contract,  and  he  could  not  have  main- 
tained an  action  against  1^.  A 

The  general  proposition  stated  by  Lord  Mans- 
field in  Faikney  v.  Reynous,  that  if  one  person 
pay  the  debt  of  another  at  his  request,  an  action 
may  be  sustained  to  recover  the  money,  although 
the  original  contract  was  unlawful,  goes  far  in 
deciding  the  question  now  before  the  Court. 
That  the  person  who  paid  the  money  knew  it 
was  paid  in  discharge  of  a  debt  not  recoverable 
at  law,  has  never  been  held  to  alter  the  case.  A 
subsequent  express  promise  is,  undoubtedly, 
equivalent  to  a  previous  request. 

In  most  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  the  suit  has  been  brougfht 
by  a  party  to  the  original  transaction,  or  on  a 
contract  so  connected  with  it,  as  to  be  insepara- 
ble from  it.     As,  where  a  vendor  in  a  foreign 
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country  packs  up  goods  for  the  purpose  of  ena*  1826. 
bling  the  vendee  to  smuggle  them ;  or  where  a  "j^^^^^^ 
auit  is  brought  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  an  il-  v. 
legal  voyage ;  or  on  a  contract  which  amounts  to 
maintenance  ;  or  on  one  for  the  sale  of  a  lottery 
ticket,  where  such  sale  is  prohibited ;  or  on  a  bill 
which  is  payable  in  notes  issued  contrary  to  law : 
In  these,  and  in  all  similar  cases,  the  considera- 
tion of  the  very  contract  on  which  the  suit  is 
brought  is  vicious,  and  the  plaintiff  has  contri- 
buted to  the  illegal  transaction.  One  of  the 
strongest  cases  in  the  books  is  Steers  v.  Laish- 
ley^  (6  Term  if^p.Gl.)  where  the  broker,  who  had 
been  concerned  in  stock  jobbing  transactions, 
and  had  paid  the  losses,  drew  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  the  amount  on  the  defendant,  and,  ailer  its 
acceptance,  endorsed  it  to  a  person  who  knew  of 
the  illegal  transaction  on  which  it  was  drawn,  the 
Court  held,  that  such  endorsee  could  not  recover 
on  the  bill. 

In  this  case,  the  broker  himself  could  not  recover, 
being  a  party  in  the  original  offence  against  the 
law,  and  his  bill  being  drawn  for  the  w^ry  money 
which  was  due  on  the  original  transaction,  and 
endorsed  to  a  person  having  notice,  left  the  en- 
dorsee in  the  same  situation  with  the  drawer. 
Yet,  Lord  Kenyon  said,  in  this  case,  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  lent  the  money  to  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  differences,  and  had  afterwards  received 
the  bill  for  the  money  so  lent,  he  might  have  re- 
covered on  it.  The  difference  between  the  case 
decided,  and  that  put  by  the  Judge,  is  not  very 
discernible,  as  the  one  or  the  other  may  aflSsct 
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1826.     morals,  or  the  policy  of  the  law.     The  distinc- 
^JJ^[^^^  tion  would  seem  to  be  founded   on  this  legal 
▼.        ground,  that  the  money  lent  would  constitute  a 
^^'     new  consideration/ and  be  the  foundation  of  a 
new  contract,  which  could  not  be  vitiated  by  a 
knowledge  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  money 
was  lent,  and  the  bill  drawn.    80  Toler's  know- 
ledge of  the  illegal  transactions  pf  Armstrong, 
and  that  his  money  was  advanced  to  procure  the 
delivery  of  goods  which  had  been  illegally  im- 
ported, could  not.  vitiate  a  contract  to  repay  that 
money. 

In  the  case  of  Booth  v.  Hodgson,  (6  Term 
Rep.  405.)  the  suit  was  between  the  original 
parties  to  the  illegal  transaction,  and  was  bot- 
tomed on  it. 

Supposing  the  opinions  actually  contained  in 
the  charge  to  be  correct,  it  is  still  contended  to 
be  liable  to  exception,  because  there  is  a  mate- 
rial part  of  the  very  case  which  it  does  not  em- 
brace. The  charge,  it  is  said,  does  not  state 
what  the  law  would  be,  if  Toler  knew,  previous 
to  the  consignment,  that  Armstrong  was  en- 
gaged in  this  illicit  commerce. 

Without   entering   into  the   inquiry   whether 

this  criticism  on  the  charge  be  well  or  ill  founded, 

the  Court  think  it  proper  to  declare,  in  explicit 

terms,  that   the  plaintiff  in  error  cannot   avail 

himself  of  it  in  this  stage  of  the  cause. 

ortbe  practice     To  bring  all  the  testimony  offered  at  the  trial 

whVilT'^'^^tl^!  of  a  cause  at  common  law,  instead  of  facts,  into 

SrJhe/i!Sto, tor  t^s  Court,  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  or  otherwise, 

Jhjj  c'oun/^"  is  a  practice  which,  to  say  the  least,  is  extremely 
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inconvenient.    Its  tendency  is  to  convert  this     1826. 
Court  from  a  tribunal  for  the  decision  of  points  ^^^^^^ 
of  law,  into  one  for  the  investigation  of  facts,        ▼. 
and  for  weighing  evidence.     To  look  into  that    j.J^^' 
testimony  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  whether  canDot,     by 

•^  .  .  .  .    tuch  a    prac- 

the  Judge  has  omitted  any  thing  material  in  bistice,  uke  ad- 
charge,  would  be  to  yield  to  this  practice,  and  to  omiMioVin'he 
sanction  it  in  its  most  exceptionable  form.  IfundSrV^Dcl^ 
the  defendant's  counsel  wished  the  instruction  of S*  ur^^if^he 
the  Judge  to  the  jury,  on  any  point  which  was^i^'  Tr 
omitted  in  the  charge,  his  course  was  to  suggest  |Jj  ^®^*  ^ 
the  point,  and  request  an  opinion  on  it.  I^JISfted*\°n  the 
counsel  may,  without  pursuing  this  course,  spread  charge,  he 
the  whole  testimony  on  the  record,  and  then,  by  *»«f  •nd  requeet 

1  .  1  1  i_i      J-         *^«  Judge',  o- 

a  general  exception  to  the  charge,  enable  nim-  piDion  on  it. 
self  to  take  advantage^  not  only  of  a  misdirec- 
tion, but  of  any  omission  to  notice  any  question 
which  may  be  supposed,  by  this  Court,  to  have 
arisen  in  the  case,  such  a  course  would  obviously 
transfer  to  the  Supreme  Court  the  appropriate 
duties  of  a  Circuit  Court,  and  cannot  be  coun- 
tenanced. 

It  is  also  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  that  the  Judge  has  erred  in 
not  answering  fully  the  inquiry  made  by  the  jury. 
That  was  in  these  words :  "  The  jury  beg  leave 
to  ask  the  Judges  whether  Toler  must  have 
an  interest  in  Armstrong's  goods  to  constitute 
him  a  participator  in  the  voyage  ?  If  simply 
having  goods  on  board  will  constitute  him  such  ?" 
The  Court  answered  as  follows :  **  The  plaintiff, 
simply  having  goods  on  board,  would  not  consti- 
tute him  a  participator,  or  affect  the  contract 
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];826.    wfUk  tbe  defendant.    Being   tntereated  in  the 
^^^J^'^^  goods  would." 

T.  There  is  much  reason  to  believe,  that  the  first 

of  liiese  questions  was  not  understood  by  the 
JIH79  or  by  the  Judge,  according  to  the  literal 
knport  of  the  words.  The  inquiry  would  seem 
to  bO)  whether,  under  any  possible  view  of  the 
transaction,  Toler  could  be  tainted  with  the  guilt 
of  Armstrong,  so  as  to  affect  the  contract  in 
suit,  unless  he  had  an  interest  in  the  goods.  This 
was  probably  not  the  intention  of  the  jury,  be- 
cause an  answer  to  this  question  is  to  be  found 
in  the  charge.  The  Judge  had  stated,  that  if 
Toler  was  the  contriver  of,  or  concerned  in,  a 
scheme  to  introduce  these  goods  into  the  United 
States,  or  had  consented  to  become  the  con- 
signee with  a  view  to  their  introduction,  these 
circumstances  would  vitiate  the  contract.  He 
had  already  said,  therefore,  that  an  interest  in 
Armstrong's  goods  was  not  indispensably  neces- 
sary to  make  Toler  a  participator  in  the  voyage, 
as  to  all  the  purposes  of  the  defence.  He  had 
stated  two  cases  specially,  either  of  which  the 
jury  might  consider  as  proved  by  the  evidence^ 
in  which  the  consideration  would  be  unlawful ;  and 
he  had  said  generally,  ^^  that  where  the  contract 
grows  immediately  out  of,  and  is  connected  with, 
an  illegal  or  immoral  act,  a  Court  of  justice  will 
not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce  it.  And  if  the  con- 
tract be,  in  fact,  only  connected  with  the  illegal 
transaction,  and  growing  immediately  out  of  it, 
though  it  be  in  fact  a  new  contract,  it  is  equally 
tainted  by  it."    There  is  much  reason  to  believe 
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that  the  jury  could  not  have  intended  to  put  a    1836. 
question  which  had  been  already  answered,  and  ^JJ[^^JJ^ 
that  they  might  design  to  ask,  whether,  having       ▼• 
goods   on  board   belonging  to   himself,  would 
place  him  in  the  same  situation  as  if  interested 
with  Armstrong.    The    answer   of  the   Court 
would  show,  that  the  questions  were  understood 
in  this  sense,  and  that  answer  appears  to  have 
been  satisfactory  to  the  jury. 

However  this  may  be,  We  think  the  law  was 
correctly  stated  by  the  Court ;  and  we  cannot 
admit,  that  a  judgment  is  to  be  reversed  because 
an  answer  does  not  go  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
question.  Had  the  jury  desired  further  informa- 
tion, they  might,  and  probably  would,  have  signi- 
fied their  desire  to  the  Court.  The  utmost  wil- 
lingness was  manifested  to  gratify  them,  and  it 
may  fairly  be  presumed  that  they  had  nothing 
farther  to  ask. 

We  think  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  that  it  ought  to  be 
affirmed,  with  costs  and  damages,  at  the  rate  of 
six  per  centum  per  annum. 
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Chirac  and  Others  against  Reinicker. 

A  counsel  or  attorney  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  testify  as  tor 
facts  communicated  to  either  by  his  client,  in  the  course  of  the  re- 
lation subsisting  between  them,  but  may  be  examined  as  to  the 
mere  fact  of  the  existence  of  that  relation. 

The  action  for  mesne  profits  may  be  maintained  against  him  who 
was  the  landlord  in  fact,  who  received  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
resisted  the  recovery  in  the  ejectment  suit,  although  he  was  not  a 
party  to  that  suit,  and  did  not  take  upon  himself  the  defence 
thereof  upon  the  record,  but  another  did  as  landlord. 

A  recovery  in  ejectment  is  conclusive  evidence  in  an  action  for 
mesne  profits  against  the  tenant  in  possession,  but  not  in  relation 
to  third  persons.  But  where  the  action  is  brought  against  the 
landlord  in  fact,  the  record,  in  the  ejectment  suit^  is  admissible  to 
show  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  connected  with  his  title,  al- 
though it  is  not  conclusive  upon  the  defendant  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  if  he  had  been  a  party  on  the  record. 

Amendments  to  the  pleadings  are  matters  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  below.  Error  will  not  lie  to  this  Court,  on  the  allowance  or 
refusal  of  such  amendments. 

Variances  between  the  writ  and  declaration  cannot  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  in  the  Court  below,  after  plea  pleaded. 

^wgrt^  Whether  by  the  modern  practice  such  variances  can  be 
taken  advantage  of  at  all  7 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Maryland. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne  pro- 
fits, brought  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  Chirac  and 
others,  against  the  defendant  in  error,  Reinicker, 
in  the  Court  below.  The  plaintiffs  had  recover- 
ed judgment,  and  possession  of  the  premises,  in 
an  ejectment,  in  which  one  C.  J.  F.  Chirac  pray- 
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ed  leave  of  the  Court,  as  landlord  of  the  pre-     1 826. 
mises,  to  be  made*  defendant  in  the  place  of  the  '^^jT^ 
casual  *  ejeetor,  and  was  admitted   accordingly        y. 
under  the  common  consent  rule.    At  the  trial  of    ^'"*^  ^^' 
the  present  suit,  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
in  the  ejectment  were  offered^by  the  plaintiffs  as 
evidence  to  maintain  this  action  ;  and  they  then 
offered  to  prove,  by  the  testimony  of  R.  G.  Har- 
per, and  N.  Dorsey,  esquires,  that  the  defendant 
bad  retained,  and  paid  them,  to  conduct  the  de- 
fence of  the  ejectment  ^for  his  benefit,  and  also 
propounded  to    these  witnesses    the  following 
question  :  Were,  you  retained,  at  any  time,  as  at- 
torney or  counsel,  to  conduct  the  ejectment  suit 
above  mentioned,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
for  his  benefit,  as  landlord  of  those  premises  ? 
This  question  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  as  seeking  an  improper  disclosure  of 
professional  confidence  ;^and  was   rejected   by 
the  Court.     Whereupon  the  plaintiff's  excepted. 

The  plaintiffs  then  gave  in  evidence  certain 
deeds  and  patents,  by  which,  and  the  admissions 
of  counsel  on  both  sides,  the  title  to  the  premises 
in  question  was  vested  in  John  B.  Chirac,  de- 
ceased ;  and  also  read  in  evidence  certain  depo- 
sitions to  prove  who  were  the  heirs  of  J.  B.  Chi- 
rac ;  and  also  offered  the  record  in  the  ejectment 
to  prove  Maria  Bonfils  to  be  one  of  the  heirs, 
and  then  offered  to  prove,  by  parol  evidence^  that 
the  defendant  was,  in  fact,  landlord  of  the  pre- 
mises at  the  commencement,  and  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  ejectment,  and  had  notice  of  the 

Vol.  XI.  36 
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1826.     same,  and  retained  counsel  to  defend  the  samey 
^'^^^^  c^nd  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  during 
V.        its  progress ;  which  last  mentioned  evidence  the 
Reinicker.   ^^^^^  refused  to  admit ;  and  the  plaintiffs  ex- 
cepted to  the  refusal. 

The  plaintiffs  then  offered  to  prove  the  same 
facts,  (not  saying  by  parol  evidence,)  with  the 
additional  fact  that  counsel  did  defend  the  same 
action  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant.  This 
evidence  was  also  rejected  by  the  Court,  and 
constituted  the  third  exception  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  fourth  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiffs, 
related  to  the  proper  parties  to  the  action.  The 
original  plaintiffs  in  the  suit  were  Anthony  Tau- 
rin  Chirac,  Mathew  Chapus,  and  Anna  Maria  his 
wife,  Mathew  Thevenon  and  Maria  his  wife,  and 
Maria  Bonfils,  the  same  persons  having  been 
plaintiffs  in  the  ejectment.  Pending  the  suit, 
the  plaintiffs  obtained  leave  to  amend  their  de- 
claration, and  amended  it,  by  introducing  the 
name  of  John  B.  E.  Bitarde  Desportes,  as  hus- 
band of  the  said  Maria,  called,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  Maria  Bonfils.  No  objection 
was  taken  to  this  amendment,  and  the  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue  to  the  declaration  so 
amended.  The  evidence  of  title  of  John  B. 
Chirac,  deceased,  having  been  introduced,  and, 
also,  evidence  to  prove  that  Anthony  T.  Chirac, 
and  the  female  plaintiffs,  were  heirs  at  law  of 
John  B.  Chirac,  the  defendant  prayed  the  Court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  that  they  ought  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  unless  they  were  satisfied 
that  all  the  plaintiffs  were  the  proper  heirs  at  law 
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of  John  B-  Chirac ;  which  direction  the  Court     1826- 
accordingly  gave.  ^"chi^ 

The  fifth  exception  related  to  the  supposed      .  ▼. 
variance  between  the  writ  and  declaration,  by  the 
amendment,  introducing  the  husband  of  Maria 
Bonfils  as  a  party  upon  the  record.     The  Court 
held  the  variance  fatal  under  the  general  issue. 

Mr.  D.  Hoffman^  and  Mr.  Mayer,  for  the  p^j.  m^. 
plaintiffs  in  error,  argued,  1.  That  the  rule  as 
to  professional  secresy  forbids  disclosures  by 
the  counsel  of  matters  communicated  by  the  cli- 
ent, after  the  engagement  of  counsel,  and  rela- 
ting to  the  merits,  or  grounds  of  prosecution 
or  defence  of  the  suit.  But  that  the  mere  fact 
of  the  engagement  of  counsel  was  out  of  the 
rule,  because  the  privilege  and  duty  of  being  si- 
lent, does  not  arise  until  that  fact  be  ascer- 
tained. The  concealment  of  the  real  client, 
who  may  be  the  party  essentially  interested,  may 
be  part  of  the  client's  policy,  and  be  within  the 
clieftt's  instructions  to  his  counsel.  But  the  cli- 
ent's injunction  of  secresy,  per  w,  would  not 
make  secresy  lawful  in  this  respect ;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  a  petitio  principii  to  say,  that  the 
counsel  shall  not  tell  who  really  employed  him, 
merely  because  it  happened  to  be  the  direction 
of  his  client,  and  his  client's  view,  to  conceal  the 
fact.  The  law  would  authorize  a  fraud  on  its 
own  rules,,  if  it  would  determine  otherwise;  and 
the  pretension  of  the  defendant  is  counter  to  the 
whole  policy  of  the  rule,  as  to  profcissional  se- 
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1 826.     cresy."    The  very  refusal  to  answer,  impliea  the 
^^•^JY^J^  affirmation  of  the  witnesses  being  employed  by 
the  defendant  as  counsel. 

2.  The  defendant  was  liable,  in  this  actioBy  if 
he  had  notice  of  the  ejectment,  and  was,  as  land- 
lord) interested  in  the  result  of  it*  He  might, 
even  at  common  law,  have  been  made  defendant  i 
but  the  statute  of  11  Geo.  II.,  in  force  in  Mary- 
land, explicitly  allows  it  to  him.  He  shall  not 
screen  himself  from  responsibility,  because  he 
had  artifice  enough  to  waive  appearing,  and  to 
let  an  uninterested  person  figure  as  defendant 
in  his  stead.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  may 
sue  for  mesne  profits,  and  the  actual  tenant  shall 
be  liable,  although  the  judgment  in  ejectment  is 
obtained  against  the  casual  ejector  only ;  and  in 
reference  as  well  to  the  defendant  as  to  the 
plaintiff  in  such  a  suit,  the  Court  disregards  the 
fiction  of  the  ejectment  cause.  He  is  an* 
swerable  for  the  mesne  profits  who  has  received 
them,  and  has  had  an  opportunity  of  defending 
his  pretensions  in  the  preliminary  cjecti^ent. 
The  ejectment  suit  is  founded  on  a  fiction.  Fic- 
tions are  under  the  control  of  the  Courts  who 
use  them.  They  will  be  moulded  and  applied  to 
the  views  of  justice,  and  according  to  reason — 
for  they  take  their  rise  from  the  equity  of  the 
laW:  In  Jiclione  jvris  subsistit  cquitas.  The  au- 

a  7  East.  Rep.  35?.  in  note.  4  East  Rep*  759.  4  Eipi, 
N.  P.  C.  23.  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  .  BnU.  N.  P.  284.  4  21  R.  432. 
7^2,  17  Johns.  Rep.  335,  IS  Jokfu.  Rep.  S30.  NorritU  Peake^ 
230,  251,  252i     3  Johns,  Com.  198.     13  Johm.  Rep.  492. 
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thoritios  sustdn  all  these  posttUms/  Befeve  the  1826. 
flbalute  of-  1 1  Geo.  II.,  regulating'  the  appearance  ^"^^^ 
of  landlords  a«  defendants  in  lieu  of  tlie  casu&l  .  .  ▼• 
ejector,  a  judgment  in  ejectment  was  habitually 
set  aside,  where,  upon  the  complaint  of  the  landh 
lord,  it  appeared,  that  he  had  had  no  notice  of  &be 
suit.  Where  a  party  sells  a  chattel  with  warranty 
of  title,  notice  to  the  vendor,  of  a  suit  against 
the  vemdee  for  it,  is  sufficient  to  bind  the  ven* 
dop  by  the  verdict  or  judgment  in  that  suit.  One 
obtaining  possession  of  land,  while  an  action  of 
ejectment  is  pending,  is  answerable  for  the  mesne 
profits  during  his  occupation,  whether  proved  to 
have  had  notice  of  the  action  or  not ;  constructive 
notice  then  sometimes  implicates  a  third  party  in 
this  suit.*  All  these  rules  are  calculated  to  pre- 
vent an  evasion  of  the  statute,  allowing  landlords, 
not  in  actual  possession,  to  be  actors  in  the  eject- 
ment suit,  and  to  keep  the  fictions  of  law  to  their 
original  purposes  of  justice.  Our  claim  is  clear 
of  the  point  of  Lifford*s  case^  in  11  Co.  51.; 
though  according  to  the  decisions  in  Massachu- 
setts, we  might  rest  this  suit  even  upon  that 
point.'  Before  the  statute  of  Marlbridge,  52 
Hon.  III.,  damages  was  not  recoverable  in  any 

a  1  Burr.  667-  Runmngt.  Eject.  192,  193.  198.  2C0,  201. 
AdamfP  Eject.  328.  337-  2  Johns.  Cos,  4  <.  3  Camp.  455.  in 
poiat,  and  inaccurately  stated  in  Adams  on  Eject. ;  tlie  notice  of 
the  suit  to  the  landlord  not  being  required,  as  Adams  states^  to  be 
"by  service  of  the  declaration  in  ejectment.  2  Burr,  1290.  7  T.  R. 
108. 

6  13  Johns,  Rep,  447.    1  Harris  and  Johns.  Maryland  Rep. 

€  Stearnes  on  Real  Actions,  416. 
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1826*  real  action,  except  against  the  disseisor  himself, 
"""^^^  and  then  only  in  the  assize  of  novel  disseisin, 
y.  Hence  the  practice  for  the  disseisor  (similar 
in  principle  to  the. attempt  of  this  defendant)  to 
enfeoff  persons  to  act  as  defendants,  who  were  not 
responsible.  To  prevent  this  abuse,  the  sta- 
tute was  passed,  making  all  pernors  of  the  pro- 
fits responsible  in  real,  actions  for  damages.* 
But  the  action  of  ejectment,  being  a  perso- 
nal action  in  its  origin,,  there  was  no  need 
of  a  statutable  provision  to  authorize  an 
award  of  damages  in  it.  It  has  taken  the  place 
of  the  real  actions  of  common  law.  Rei- 
nicker,  claimant  of  the  fee,  must  be  regarded 
as  in  possession ;  and  his  tenant's  possession  was 
his. 

It  is  true,  that  Chi  rac  appeared*as  landlord  in  the 
ejectment  cause.  But  our  purpose  is,  to  show  that 
Reinicker  appeared  by  another ;  and  though  that 
other  also  assumed  his  (Reinicker's)  title,  that  cir- 
cumstance serves  only  to  aggravate  the  fraud  at- 
tempted upon  the  law,  and  to  show  the  more  con-* 
clusively,  that  Reinicker  waived  his  privilege  of 
defending  in  his  own  name,  and  by  candidly  an- 
nouncing his  interest  on  the  record.  We  are 
not  estopped,  then,  by  C.  J.  F.  Chirac's  usurpation 
of  the  title  of  landlord,  as  well  as  the  part  of  a 
defendant.  If  this  action  were  even  against  him, 
we  should  be  compelled  to  prove  him  landlord, 
notwithstanding  his  pretension  to  the  character 
by  appearing  as  landlord.  His  appearing  might 
be  relied  on  to  prove  his  being  landlord,  but  only 

a  Steamers  Real  Act.  390. 
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as  a  circumstance,  and  as  eyidence,  and  not  as    1826. 
an  estoppel.     We  admit,  that  a  party,  to  be  Uia-  ^^"^Ty^^**^ 
ble  for  mesne  profits,  must  be  a  trespasser  ;  and  _    y. 
we  meant  to  prove  Reinicker,  by  privity,  to  be  a 
trespasser.     The  case  in    7    Term   Rep.   108. 
shows,  that  if  the  husband  there  had  had  notice 
of  the  ejectment,  he  would  have  been  answera- 
ble for  the  mesne  profits. 

3.  The  action  for  mesne  profits  being  the  mere 
sequel  of  the  recovery  in  the  ejectment  cause, 
the  record  of  that  recovery  is  the  proper  evidence 
to  show  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff*  entitled  to 
the  mesne  profits  so  as  they  are  claimed^within  the 
terms  of  the  demise  in  the  ejectment.  If  pro- 
fits antecedent  to  the  term  are  asked,  then  the 
plaintiff's  cannot  rely  on  the  ejectment  recovery  as 
conclusive  evidence,  but  must  prove  their  title  to 
the  land  anew,  and  again  open  the  merits  pf  the 
ejectment  cause.  The  claim  for  mesne  profits 
here  keeps  within  the  limits  of  the  ejectment 
demise,  and  we  had  no  occasion,  therefore,  to 
prove  our  title  otherwise  than  by  the  record  of 
recovery  in  the  ejectment.'  Although  the  hus- 
batid,  who  did  not  appear  as  a  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff*, is  joined  in  this  action  with  his  wife,  who  was 
a  lessor,  still  the  record  of  the  ejectment  is  evi- 
dence for  us,  since  the  husband  is  no  new  party 
in  interest.  If  necessary,  this  might  be  enforced 
by  analogy  from  the  writ  of  re-disseisin  in  the 

a  Runmingt.  Ejtct.  492  to  497-  Skinn.  247-  8alk.  Rep.  260. 
Buff.  N.  P.  87^  1  Aurr.  Rep  665.  Strangers  Rep.  960.  Cowp. 
Rep.  243.     Daugl  Rep.  ^VS4.     Jdams^  Eject.  329*  333,  334. 
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1826.  case  of  a  similar  change  of  parties.  The  addi- 
tion of  the  husband,  at  the  utmost,  only  imposed 
on  us  the  duty  of  proving  the  marriage, 
mifiiicr.  ^^  ^  variance  between  the  writ  and  declara- 
tion could  only  have  been  taken  advantage  of 
upon  oyer  of  the  writ^  and  plea  in  abatement.* 
Oyer  will  not  now  be  granted,  and  such  a  plea 
cannot,  therefore,  obtain.  Nor  will  the  proceed- 
ings be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  on  account  of 
such  avariaace.*  Even  supposing,  that  for  thi« 
defect  the  party  might  have  refused  to  plead,  or 
otherwise  ha/ve  made  the  objection  available,  it 
is  too  late  now  since  be  has  pleaded  the  general 
issue/  A  variance  of  this  kind  could  once  liave 
lieen  tAken  advantage  of  in  England  upon  writ 
of  error ;  but  that  cai^not  now,  since  the  atatute 
of  jeofails,  be  done  th^e;  nor  in  Maryland, 
aoice  her  act  of  1809,  ch.  153.  Where  the  writ 
ist  aocording  to  the  ancient  practice,  fully  recited 
in  the  declaration,  advantage  might  be  had  of 
the  variance  on  demurrer.  But  that  is  not  the 
case  beK.'  The  recital  of  the  writ  in  the  decla- 
ration is  unnecessary ;  and,  when  made,  as  in 
tJiis  instaoee,  is  to  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  ^ 

a  8i0ph€n8  on  Plead.  69.  Ckitt.  Piead.  489. 2  Wib.  B^.  85. 
395.    2  Salk.  Rqt.  658. 

b  I  Boa.  and  Pul  645.  6T.IL  S64.  Com.  Dig.  Abatement, 
G.  8.    Bac.  Ahr,  Abatement,  H.  1. 

c  ]  Bos.  and  Pul.  888.  (a  decision  founded  on  the  statute,  al- 
lowing a  plaintiff*,  in  certain  cases,  to  enter  an  appearance  for  a 
defendant,  and  proceed  to  judgnu'nt.) 

d  1  Sound.  SIS.  innotd. 

e  I  Sound.  818.  Keb.  544.  2  Lord  Ra^fm.  908. 1  Sirange^B 
Hep,  225.     Rep.  temp.  Hardw.  184.  189.     1  H.  Bl.  250. 


Rei  nicker. 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  289 

The  body  of  the  amended    declaration    here,     1826. 
speaks  of  "  the  plaintiffsj^  not  of  the  persons  ^^^^^ 
mentioned  or   named  in  the  recital.     Besides,  _    v. 
even  the  recital  does  not  say  that  Maria  Desportes 
was  sued  by  the  name  of  Maria  Bonfils,  but  only 
mentions  the  circumstance  of  her  *^  bein^  called?'* 
so  at  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  as  it  would  insert 
an  alias  for  her  name. 

The  variance  occurs  io  an  amended  declara- 
tion, filed  after  leave  had  to  amend.  The  statute 
of  Maryland  of  1809,  ch.  153. '  authorises  any 
amenclment  to  be  made  ^^  to  bring  the  merits  of 
a  suit  to  issue.^^  This  amendment  was  justified 
by  that  act  of  the  legislature ;  and  the  Court 
might  have  made  the  writ  to  conform  to  the  alte- 
ration, as  in  England  an  original  writ  is  made  to 
suit  the  declaration.  The  writ,  in  Maryland,  is 
sometimes  altered  from  debt  to  case^  to  suit  the 
narr.  The  husband,  here,  was  joined  to  the  wife 
only  for  conformity,  and  not  by  reason  of  a  new 
interest,  or  as  interested ;  since  the  suit,  if  no 
objection  had  been  made  before  general  issue, 
might  have  proceeded  in  the  single  name  of  the 
wife.  One  suing  by  guardian  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  afterwards  becoming  of  age  during 
the  suit,  may,  and  must,  appear  then  by  attorney. 
If  the  variance  could  have  been,  and  had  been, 
pleaded  in  abatement,  the  Court  would,  under  the 
statute  of  Maryland,  have  allowed  the  declara- 
tion to  be  amended  and  cleared  of  the  variance. 
This  declaration  may  be  assimilated  to  a  decla- 
ration by  the  bye,  by  the  husband  and  wife,  though 

Vol.  XL  37 


290  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.  the  writ  is  sued  out  in  the  single  name  of  the 
^^^jT[^  husband.*  Though  a  misnomer  may  be  pleaded 
y.  in  abatement,  even  in  England,  the  narr.  and  writ 
may  be  rectified  in  that  particular  upon  terms. 
A  party  naming  himHeli  generally  in  a  writ,  may, 
nevertheless,  declare  in  a  special  character.*  The 
variance  between  the  amended  declaration  and 
the  first  declaration,  does  not  show  that  the  for- 
mer varies  from  the  writ.  The  amended  decla- 
ration is  as  good  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
writ  as  the  original  declaration  is. 

Mr.  jD.  B.  Ogden  and  Mr.  Webster,  for  the 
defendant  in  error,  (1.)  stated,  that  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  advert  to  the  specific  question  which 
was  put  as  to  the  defendant's  retaining  counsel, 
and  to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
asked.  The  question  involved  the  disclosure  of 
the  party's  views,  and  of  his  instructions  to  his 
counsel,  and  of  communications  which  were  re- 
ceived by  him  in  his  capacity  of  counsel,  and  that 
would  not  have  been  made  to  him  if  he  had  not 
been  so.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  suit  should 
be  pending  to  bind  the  counsel  to  secrecy  for  his 
client;  any  communication,  after  retainer  of 
counsel,  is  within  the  rule  against  disclosure,  if  it 
relates  to  the  suit,  and  is  within  the  scope  of  the 
confidence  given  to  the  counsel. 

2.  No  person  can  be  made  liable  for  the  mesne 
profits  after  recovery  in  ejectment,  who  has  not 

a  Chitif  9  Plead.  ^52. 

b  1  WiU.  Rep.  141.     3  Wih.  Rep.  6l.     2  Bl.  Rep.  722. 
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been  a  trespaaBor.  The  ejectment  suit  complains  1826. 
of  a  trespass,  and  the  person  to  be  charged  for  "^^^^^^ 
the  mesne  profits  must,  therefore,  have  been  _  v. 
actually  a  party  to  that  suit  by  having  appeared 
as  defendant,  or  by  having  been  required  to  ap- 
pear by  service  of  process  in  the  suit,  and  then 
failing  to  appear.  It  is  only  by  this  jWiciaZ  no- 
tice, and  a  waiver  of  the  privilege  of  appearing, 
testified  by  the  record  of  the  suit  in  ejectment, 
that  the  defendant  in  the  action  for  mesne  profits 
can  be  treated  as  if  he  had  been  a  defendant  in 
the  ejectment,  and  adjudged  a  trespasser,  to  bear 
the  liability  for  mesne  profits.  By  mere  waiver 
in  paiSf  or  notice  extraneous  to  the  record,  a 
party  cannot  be  rendered  liable  for  mesne  pro- 
fits, although,  in  fact,  he  may  have  been  interest- 
ed in  the  result  of  the  ejectment  suit.  That  in- 
terest, however,  quoad  the  ejectment,  and  in  re- 
ference to  the  suit  for  mesne  profits,  does  not 
prove  him  to  be  a  trespasser,  which  he  must  be 
before  he  can  be  liable  to  the  claim.'  The  Court 
must  look  to  the  record  of  the  ejectment  for 
light  as  to  tlie  responsible  parties  on  the  score  of 
.mesne  prqfits ;  they  cannot  derive  it  from  other 
, quarters,  or  collateral  proof.  Hence,  too,  the 
.record  of  the  ejectment  is  not  evidence  of  the 
right  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff*  to  the  mesne 
profits,  as  against  one  who  was  not  actually  a 
party  in  the  ejicctment  suit,  nor  effectively  so  by 
being  called  on  through  notice  in  the  process  of 
ejectment  to  appear  as  defendant.     Here,  how- 

a  1  Selwynsy.  F.  121. 
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1826.  ever,  another  person  than  the  defendant,  Rei- 
^""^^^(^^  nicker,  was  admitted  in  the  ejectment  suit  to  de- 
y.  fend  as  the  landlord  of  the  property  in  question. 
He  declared  himself  the  landlord  in  claiming  to 
defend  as  such  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  in  ejectment, 
not  denying  his  pretension  in  that  respect,  have 
acceded  to  his  representation  of  himself,  and 
must  now  be  bound  by  it,  and  are  estopped  from 
saying  that  any  other  person  was  landlord.  Rei- 
nicker,  therefore,  can  in  no  wise  be  connected 
with  the  ejectment  suit ;  and,  at  all  events,  the 
recovery  there  is  not  conclusive  against  him,  that 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  the  proper  claim- 
ants of  the  mesne  profits.  They  must  prove  them- 
selves the  heirs  entitled  to  the  land,  and  to  the 
mesne  profits,  as  the  result  of  that  proof.  The 
case  from  3  Camph.  Rep.  455.  does  not  establish 
the  plaintiffs^  positions  on  these  heads.  The 
decision  there  was  on  another  point ;  and  the 
reasoning  of  it  shows,  that  the  party  liable  for 
the  mesne  profits  must  be  a  trespasser.  The 
action  for  mesne  profits  will  lie  only  where  tres- 
pass quare  clausum  fregit  would  lie.  Accord- 
ing to  that  principle,  Reinicker  could  not,  by 
mere  force  of  notice  in  pais  of  the  suit,  be  held 
liable  for  the  mesne  profits. 

3.  The  case  as  to  the  amended  declaration  is 
clear  of  all  the  learning  respecting  the  mode  of 
taking  advantage  of  a  variance  between  the  de- 
claration and  the  writ.  The  variance  there 
meant,  is  not  such  a  departure  from  the  writ  as 
in  this  case,  as  it  effects  an  entire  change  of 
suit,  and  substitutes,  in  reality,  a  new  suit,  for 
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that  which  the  writ  and  first  declaration  de-  1826. 
fined.  There  is  no  declaration  here  in  the  suit  ^"^^(^^ 
which  was  originally  brought ;  or,  at  least,  that  ^  ▼. 
which  was  a  declaration  has  not  been  acted  on ; 
but  the  issue  is  taken,  and  the  jury  sworn,  be- 
tween new  parties,  and  out  of  the  suit  which  the 
record  professes  to  carry  on.  The  Court  may, 
therefore,  take  notice  of  the  change  of  parties, 
and  of  claim,  and  of  suit,  in  this  case ;  since 
they  cannot  fail  to  see  between  what  parties  they 
are  adjudicating ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
inconsistency  be  brought  to  their  knowledge  by  a 
plea  in  abatement  exclusively.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  Maria  Bonfils  was  unmarried  at  the 
time  of  bringing  the  suit. 

Mr,  Justice  Story  delivered  the  opinion  of  Fei*«o<A. 
the  Court. 

This  is  an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne  pro- 
fits, brought  by  the  plaintifiB  in  error  against  the 
defendant  in  error,  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
District  of  Maryland.  The  cause  comes  before 
this  Court  upon  exceptions  taken  by  the  plain- 
tiffs on  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  Court  below. 

The  plaintiffs  had  recovered  judgment,  and  F-.istexcpp- 
possession  of  the  premises,  in  an  ejectment,  in 
which  J.  C.  P.  Chirac  prayed  to  be  admitted  as 
landlord  to  defend  the  premises,  and  was  admit- 
ted accordingly  under  the  common  consent  rule. 
The  record  of  the  proceedings  in  that  action 
were  offered  by  the  plaintiff's  as  evidence  in  the 
present  suit ;  and  they  then  offered  to  prove,  by 
Ihe  testimony  of  R.  G.  Harper,  and  W.  Dorsey, 
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1826.     eflquiresi  that  the  defendant  had  retained)  and 
^•^^^^^^  paid  them,  to  conduct  the  defence  of  the  eject- 
y.        ment  for  his  benefit^  and  also  propounded   to 
these  witnesses  the  following  question :  Were 
you  retained,  at  any  time,  as  attorney  or  counsel- 
lof»  to  conduct  the  ejectment  suit  above  men- 
tioned, on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  said  George  Reinicker,  as  landlord 
of  those  premi&es.     This  question  was  objected 
to  as  seeking  an  improper  disclosure  of  profes^ 
sional  confidence.    The  Court  sustained  the  ob- 
jection ;  and  this  constitutes  the  first  ground  of 
exception. 
Rule  as  to  at-     The  )?eneral  rule  is  not  disputed,  that  confi- 

torneyorcouii*  ^       ^  ^         ^  . 

Ml  giving  tea- dential  communications  between  client  and  at- 

timbi\y         re-  i  i     i  .  rvi« 

spectiog  facts  torney,  are  not  to  be  revealed  at  anytime.     The 

communicated        ...  •      i        i     •  i  i*     i  « 

to  them  by  pHVilcgc,  mueed,  IS  not  that  of  the  attorney,  but 
appHed  to  ^bu  of  the  cHeut ;  and  it  is  indispensable  for  the  purr 
^"•'  poses  of  private  justice.     Whatever  facts,  there- 

fore, are  communicated  by  a  client  to  counsel, 
solely  on  account  of  that  relation,  such  counsel 
are  not  at  liberty,  even  if  they  wish,  to  disclose  ; 
and  the  law  holds  their  testimony  incompetent. 
The  real  dispute  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
question  did  involve  the  disclosure  of  profession- 
al confidence.  If  the  question  had  stopped  at 
the  inquiry  whether  the  witnesses  were  employed 
by  Reinicker,  as  counsel,  to  conduct  the  eject- 
ment suit,  it  would  deserve  consideration,  whe- 
ther it  could  be  universally  afiirmed,  that  it  in- 
volved any  breach  of  professional  confidence. 
The  fact  is  preliminary  in  its  own  nature,  and 
establishes  only  the  existence  of  the  relation  of 
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client  and  counsel,  and,  therefore,  might  not  ne-  1826. 
cessarily  involve  the  disclosure  of  any  communi-  ^^^^^^ 
cation  arising  from  that  relation  after  it  was  ere-  ,  ▼• 
ated.  But  the  question  goes  farther.  It  asks, 
not  only  whether  the  witnesses  were  employed, 
but  whether  they  were  employed  by  Reinicker  to 
conduct  the  ejectment  for  him,  as  landlord  of  the 
premises.  We  are  all  of  opinion,  that  the^ques- 
tion,  in  this  form,  does  involve  a  disclosure  of 
confidential  communications.  It  seeks  a  disclo- 
sure of  the  title  and  claim  set  up  by  Reinicker  to 
his  counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the 
defence  of  the  suit.  It  cannot  be  pretended 
that  counsel  could  be  asked  what  were  the  com- 
munications made  by  Reinicker  as  to  the  nature, 
extent,  or  grounds  of  his  title ;  and  yet,  in  effect, 
the  question,  in  the  form  iii  which  it  is  put,  ne- 
cessarily involves  such  a  disclosure.  The  Gik*- 
cuit  Court  was,  therefore,  right  in  their  decision 
on  this  point. 

The  plaintiffs  then  gave  in  evidence  certain  ^^"^  •"*?' 
deeds  and  patents,  by  which,  and  the  admissions 
of  counsel  on  both  sides,  the  title  to  the  premi- 
tses  in  question  was  vested  in  John  B.  Chirac, 
<leceased ;  and  also  gave  in  evidence,  certain  de- 
positions to  prove  who  were  the  heirs  of  J.  B. 
Chirac,  and  also  offered  the  record  in  the  eject- 
ment to  prove  Maria  Bonfils  to  be  one  of  th6 
heirs ;  and  then  offered  to  prove,  by  parol  evi- 
denccj  that  the  defendant  was,  in  fact,  landlord 
of  the  premises  at  the  commencement  and  du- 
ring the  progress  of  the  ejectment,  and  had  no- 
tice of  the  same,  and  employed  counsel  to  de- 
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1826.     fend  the  same  ;  and  received  the  rents  and  pro- 
^^^T/^  fits  thereof,  during  the  progress  of  the  ejectment-, 
which  evidence  the  Court  refused  to  admit :  and 
this   constitutes   the   second   exception   of   the 
plaintiffs.     The  plaintiff's  then  offered  to  prove 
%ion!'  ""^the  same  facts,  (not  saying  by  parol  evidence,) 
with  the  additional  fact,  that  counsel  did  defend 
the  same  action  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant. 
This  evidence  was  also  rejected  by  the   Court, 
and  constitutes  the  third  exception  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. 
Qaesuon  in-     The  Qucstion  of  law,  involved  in  each  of  these 

voWed   in  the  .  ^  .  i     .         •    n        ^i  t^     • 

2d  mi«  3d  ex.  exceptions,  IS  Substantially  the  eame.  it  is, 
•*P  "*"••  whether  a  person,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the 
ejectment,  and  did  not  take  upon  himself,  upon 
the  record,  the  defence  thereof,  but  another  did 
as  landlord,  may  yet  be  liable  in  an  action  for 
the  mesne  profits,  upon  its  being  proved  that  he 
was,  in  fact,  the  landlord,  received  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  resisted  the  recovery. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  that  in  general,  a  reco- 
ejectment  COO- very  in  cjectmeut,  like  other  judgments,  binds 

elusive  agaioft       ,  .  ...  «.  ,.  .« 

the  teoant  io  Only  parties  and  privies.    It  is  conclusive  evidence 

agiSMt^"th"rdin  an  action  for  mesne  profits  against  the  tenant 

partks'to  ?hein  posscssion,  whcn  he  has  been  duly  served 

record.         ^|^|^  ^  notico  in  ejectmcut,  whether  he  appears, 

and  takes  upon  himself  the  defence,  or  suffers 

judgment  to  go  by  default  against  the  casual 

ejector.   The  reason  is,  that  in  the  first  case,  he 

is  the  real  party  on  the  record ;  in  the  last,  he  is 

considered  as  substantially  the  defendant,  and 

the  judgment  by  default,  as  a  confession  of  the 

title  set  up  in  the  ejectment.     Such  was  the  de- 
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cision  of  the  Court  in  Aislinv.  Parkin,  io  1  Burr.    1826. 
667.    But  in  relation  to  third  persons,  the  judg-  ^""^^JJi^]!^ 
ment  in  ejectment  is  not  conclusive ;  and  if  they       ▼• 
are  sued  in  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  which  is 
substantially  an  action  against  them  as  trespass-  Butinanac- 
ers,  they  may  controvert  the  plaintirs  title  at  J^"^^',^,^^^^^^^ 
large.    In  such  a  suit,  the  record  of  the  eject-  Jj^o  ^  P*[*°b,^ 
ment  is  not  evidence  to  establish  the  plaintiff's  {2^**","^*^^ °"} 
title ;  but  it  seems  admissible  for  another  pur-  th«    recovery 

.     *  in    the    cject- 

pOSe,    that  is    to  say,  to    show  the    possession   of  ment,  and  an 

1  1    •      -/v       mi  !••/%»  -1  executed   writ 

the  plaintiff*  The  plaintiff  may  certamly  prove  of  posstesion 
his  possession  connected  with  his  title,  by  any  evidence  ^to 
sufficient  evidence  in  pais ;  and  if  his  possession  purnurt  pot- 
has  been  under  a  judgment  of  law,  he  is  entitled  ^/cud  w!!h 
to  establish  it  by  introducing  the  record  of  the  ^''  ^''^®' 
recovery,  and  an  executed  writ  of  possession 
under  it. 

The  question  then  is,  generally,  whether  it  is ^^^nS"')" ."fiu 
(Competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  "aijyg^^^a^ji,"^ 
for  m^sne  profits  against  any  person  who  is  i**  }J|" '"ho°  u  iS 
possession  of  the  land  by  means  of  his  tenants,  poMession   of 

the    landi    by 

and  who,  by  his  acts,  commands,  or  co-operation,  meant  m  hi> 
aids  in  the  expulsion  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in  with-  by   hiJ  acta, 

i_ij'  •/•  !•  All  i_     commandf.  or 

holding  possession  from  him.     All  persons  who  co-operation, 
aid  in,  or  command,  or  procure  a  trespass,  are  Holding  "^^^h^ 
themselves  deemed  in   law  to  be  trespassers,  ^•^^"i*'^,^;^. 
whether  they  are  actually  present,  or  do  the  act^*^- 
through  the  instrumentality  of  their  agents  and 
servants.    A  recovery  of  the  possession,  in  an 
ejectment  against  one  <^  such  agents,  does  not 
constitute  a  bar  to  an  action  for  mesne  profits 
against  another  agent,  for  the  same  reason,  that 

Vofc.  Xf.  38 
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1826.     the  former  suit  is  no  bar  to  the  latter  against  the 

^"^^^^  defendant  in  ejectment,  viz.  that  the  mesne  pro- 

y.       fits  Were  not  a  matter  in  controversy  in  the  eject- 

emic  er.  jq^qj.^    jf^  then,  it  is  competent  to  maintain  the 

action  for  mesne  profits  against  any  trespasser, 
although  not  a  defendant  in  ejectment,  it  is  com- 
petent to  prove  that  the  defendant  is  in  that  pre- 
dicament. The  evidence  offered,  in  this  case, 
'  was  strong  to  prove  the  fact,  that  the  defendant 
was  a  party  to  the  trespass,  supposing  the  plain- 
tiffs to  have  established  their  title  and  possession. 
If  he  was  landlord  of  the  premises,  and  the 
other  parties  were  in  possession  under  him  ;  if 
he  was  in  the  perception  of  the  rents  and  pro- 
fits, if  he  resisted  the  plaintiff^s  title  and  posses* 
sion,  and  co-operated  in  the  acts  of  the  tenants 
for  this  purpose,  the  evidence  was  proper  for  the 
jury  as  proof  of  his  being  a  cotrespasser. 

This  doctrine  is  supported  by  the  case  of 
Hunter  v.  Britts^  (3  Campb.  N.  P.  Rep.  455.) 
which  was  cited  at  the  bar.  There,  the  judg- 
ment was  against  the  casual  ejector  in  the  eject- 
ment suit,  and  the  action  for  the  mesne  profits 
was  brought  against  Britts  as  landlord  ;  and  he 
was  proved  to  be  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  from  the  time  of  the  demise  till  the  writ 
of  possession  was  executed.  The  ejectment 
was  served  upon  the  tenant ;  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  Britts  had  any  notice  of  this  till  after 
judgment ;  but,  subsequently,  he  promised  to 
pay  the  rent,  and  the  costs,  to  the  plaintiff.  It 
was  objected,  that  the  judgment  in  ejectment 
was  not,  under  these  circumstances,  evidence  of 
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title  against  Britts ;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  1826. 
that  it  was  not,  without  notice  of  the  ejectment.  ^"^^^^ 
But  he  thought  that  his  subsequent  promise  v. 
amounted  to  an  admission  that  the  plaintiff  was  ^'°'^  ^^' 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
that  he  himself  was  a  trespasser.  The  language 
of  the  learned  Judge  seems,  indeed,  to  import, 
that  if  the  landlord  had  had  notice  of  the  eject- 
ment, he  would  have  been  concluded  by  the  re- 
covery in  the  ejectment.  It  might  be  so,  if  the 
common  notice  had  been  formally  given  to  him 
as  tenant  in  possession,  and  he  had  neglected  to 
take  upon  himself  the  defence  of  the  suit.  If, 
however,  the  notice  was  in  paisj  and  conduced 
merely  to  prove  his  actual  knowledge  of  the  suit, 
without  calling  upon  him  to  defend  it,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  admit,  that,  on  general  principles,  it 
ought  to  have  such  an  effect.*  But  the  point  ac* 
tually  decided  was,  that  a  party  might  be  charged, 
in  an  action  for  mesne  profits,  who  was  not,  in 
any  sense,  a  party  to  the  ejectment,  by  establish- 
ing the  title  against  him,  and  showing  his  con- 
nexion as  landlord  with  the  tenant  in  possession, 
and  his  adoption  of  the  acts  of  the  latter. 

But,  it  is  said,  that  assuming  the  law  to  be  so  plaintiffs  not 
in  general,  yet,  in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiffs  u!|.''^reclrd  ^u 
are  estopped  from  setting  up  the  fact  that  the  i^tt  flomTeu 
defendant  was  the  real  landlord,  because,  in  the  ^j^"*  ^JJ^  [{J* 

ejectment,  one  J.  C.  F.   Chirac  prayed  leave  ^^ffhi^r^^^nalld* 
the  Court,  '*  as  landlord  of  the  premises,  to  be  i^'^d. 
made  defendant"  in  the  place  of  the  casual  ejec- 
tor, which  was,  with  the  consent  of  the  lessee  of 

a  Adams  on  Ejectment j  p.  336.  2(1* ed. 
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1826.  the  plaintiffs,  allowed  by  the  Coart.  It  does  not 
^•^Jjy^^^  appear  to  us,  that  any  such  estoppel  arises  from 
w.  this  allegation  in  the  record.  The  record  itself 
MeimcKer.  ^e^^inly  does  not  constitute  a  technical  estoppel, 
for  it  is  res  inter  alios  acta.  The  most  that  can 
be  said  is,  that  it  is  proper  evidence  to  prove  who 
the  plaintiffs  at  that  time  deemed  to  be  landlord, 
and,  therefore,  admissible  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion that  the  present  defendant  was  the  landlord. 
But,  certainly,  the  evidence  was  not  conclusive 
upon  either  party.  It  was  open  to  the  plaintiffs 
to  show,  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  present  de- 
fendant was  the  real  landlord,  that  the  admission 
in  the  record  was  founded  in  mistake  of  the  facts, 
or  that  J.  C.  F.  Chirac  was  a  sub-landlord  under 
Reinicker,  or  his  superior  landlord.  What  would 
have  been  the  effect  of  such  proof  is  not  for  this 
Court  to  determine.  We  think,  then,  that  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs  was  admissible 
upon  general  principles ;  and  we  see  no  estoppel 
which  excludes  it  in  this  particular  case.  The 
directions  of  the  Circuit  Court  were,  on  this 
point,  erroneous. 

If  it  had  appeared  upon  the  record,  that  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs  was  solely  to 
connect  the  defendant  with  the  ejectment,  so  that 
the  recovery  would  be  conclusive  upon  him  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  he  had  been  a  party  on  the 
record,  and,  as  such,  admitted  to  defend,  and  ac- 
tually defending  the  suit,  the  case  might  have 
required  a  very  diff*erent  consideration.  We 
have  already  intimated  an  opinion,  that  notice  of 
an  ejectment  suit>  or  defence  of  the  suit,  by  a 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  301 

person  not  tenant  in  posflession,  or  dafendafit  on    1826* 
record^  does  not  make  him  a  party  to  the  suit  in  ^'^^^^ 
contemplation  of  law,  so  as  to  conclude  his        r. 
rights.  ^^^**"- 

In  considering  the  fourth  and  fifth  exceptionsi  Fourth  exccp- 
it  is  necessary  to  advert  to  the  fact,  that  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  action  originally  were  Anthony 
Taurin  Chirac,  Mathew  Chapus  and  Anna  Maria 
his  wife,  Mathew  Thevenon  and  Maria  his  wifei 
and  Maria  Bonfils,  the  same  persons  having  been 
plaintiffs  in  the  ejectment.  During  the  pendency 
of  the  suit  the  plaintiffs  obtained  leave  to  amend 
their  declaration,  and  did.  amend  it,  by  introducing 
the  name  of  John  B.  E.  Bitarde  Desportes,  as 
husband  of  the  said  Maria,  called,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  Maria  Bonfils.  To  this 
amendment  no  objection  was  taken,  and  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  to  the  declaration,  so  amended, 
the  general  issue.  The  evidence  of  title  of 
John  B.  Chirac,  deceased,  being  introduced, 
and,  also,  evidence  to  prove  that  Anthony  T. 
Chirac  and  the  female  plaintiffs  were  heirs  at  law 
of  John  B.  Chirac,  the  defendant  then  prayed  the 
Court  to  direct  the  jury,  ^*  that  they  ought  to  find 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  unless  they  are  satis- 
fied that  all  the  plaintiffs  are  the  proper  heirs  at 
law  of  the  aforesaid  John  B.  Chirac,"  which  di- 
rection the  Court  accordingly  gave.  The  proba- 
ble intention  of  the  defendant  was  to  pray  an  in- 
struction to  the  jury,  that  unless  all  those  of  the 
plaintiffs  who  claimed  to  be  heirs  of  John  B. 
Chirac,  should  establish  their  title,  the  suit  could 
not  be  maintained.     In  this  view,  the  opinion  of 
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1826*    the  Court  would  be  correct,  for  it  is  a  general 

^"^^^^  nile  that  no  recovery  can  be  had  unless  all  the 

▼•       plaintiffs  are  competent  to  maintain  the  suit.    If, 

Rdiiiickar  ... 

therefore,  the  title  fails  as  to  one,  it  is  not  main* 
tainable  in  favour  of  the  others.    The  proof  does 
not,  under  such  circumstances,  meet  the  case  set 
up  in  the  declaration.    But,  framed  as  this  ex* 
ception   actually  is,  the  direction   given  by  the 
Court  is,  in  its  terms,  erroneous.    It  was  not  ne- 
cessary to  prove  that  all  the  plaintiffs  are  the 
proper  heirs  at  law  of  J.  B.  Chirac.    The  action 
was  maintainable  if  the  husbands  were  not  the 
proper  heirs  of  J.  B.  Chirac ;  for,  in  right  of  their 
wives,  they  were  proper  parties  to  the  suit.    The 
fomth  exception  is,  therefore,  well  taken. 
Fifth  escep-     The  fifth  exception  is  founded  on  the  supposed 
variance  between  the  writ  and  declaration,  by 
the  amendment,  introducing  the  husband  of  Ma- 
ria Bonfils  upon  the  record.     The  Court  held 
Tb«  grant-  this  Variance  fatal  under  the  general  issue.    It  is 
nienu  ^u^not  obscrvable,  that  this  amendment  was  made  under 
wJirif  ^«ror  *°  order  of  the  Court,  and  was  not  objected  to, 
CO  this  Court.  ^1^  ^jj^  record,  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  the 

general  issue  was  subsequently  pleaded.     It  has 

been  decided,  in  this  Court,  that  the  allowance 

or  disallowance  of  amendments  is  not  matter, 

t^wrthVwrVt  ^o*"  which  a  writ  of  error  lies  here.     Variances 

tiot  how  to'be  between  the  writ  and  declaration,  are,  in  gene* 

JJ^^'Jjf  *^^*'"' ral,  matters  proper  for  pleas  in  abatement ;  and 

if,  in  any  case,  a  variance  between  the  writ  and 

declaration  can  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the 

defendant  in  the  Court  below,  it  seems  to  be  an 

established  rule,  that  it  cannot  be  done  except 
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upon  oyer  of  the  original  writ,  granted  in  some     1826. 
proper  stage  of  the  cause.     The   existence  of     Chirac 
such  variance  forms  no  matter  of  controversy  -^  ^• 
upon  the  general  issue,  by  which  the  jury  are  to 
be   governed  in  forming  their  verdict.     In  the 
present  case,  as  no  objection  was  taken  to  the 
amendment  upon  the  record,  it  must  be  deemed 
to  have  been  waived  by  the  defendant,  and  there- 
fore, not  proper  to  be  insisted  upon  at  the  trial.* 
It  does  not  appear,  on  the  record,  whether  Ma-  ^J^^ol^^hl 
ria  Bonfils  was  married  before  or  pending  the  |J**°{^^p^"?^'^ 
suit ;  and  the  fact  might  have  a  material  bearing  JjJ^'JJJjj'^jU^" 
upon  the  propriety  of  granting  the  amendment, '"i^ 
since,  at  all  events,  if  pending  the  suit,  it  would 
not  of  itself  abate  the  suit ;  and  the  objection 
could  only  be  made  available  by  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment.^ 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
that  there  is  error  in  the  directions  of  the  Circuit 
Court  in  the  four  last  exceptions,  and  contained 
in  the  record,  and  for  this  cause  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo 
awarded. 

a  See  Com.  Dig.  Ahatemeni  G.  8.  Com.  Dig.  fkader^  C.  15. 
2  Wih.  Rep.  85.  S94,  895.  1  ChiU,  PI.  438, 489-  St^^lken$  on 
Plead.  68. 423.    1  Samd.  Rep.  318.  note  2.  by  Williams. 

b  Com.  Dig.  Abatement y  H.  42. 
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[PftACTICE.      ChaMCERT.      MoATOAGE.] 

FiNLEY,  Appellant^  against  the  President, 
Directors,  and  Company,  of  the  Bank  of 
the  United  States,  Respondents. 

Although,  in  generti,  all  encumbrancers  must  be  made  parties  to  a 
bill  of  foreeloBurey  jet  where  a  decree  of  foreolosure  and  eale  was 
made  and  executed,  at  the  suit  of  a  subsequent  mortgageei  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  it  not  appearing  to  the  Court 
that  there  was  any  prior  encumbrance,  the  proceedings  will  not 
be  eel  aside  upon  the  applicatioQ  of  the  mortgagor,  in  order  to  lee 
IP  the  prior  mortgagee,  who  ought  regularly  to  bare  beeo  made 
a  party,  unless  it  be  necessary  to  prevent  irremediable  mischief. 

QiuBre,  Whether  such  a  practice  be  admissible  in  any  case  ? 

But  in  such  a  case,  the  prior  encumbrancers  are  not  bound  by  the 
decree  in  a  suit  to  which  they  are  not  made  parties ;  and  the  pur- 
chasers under  the  sale  take  subject  to  the  prior  liens. 


Vth.  S4(A.  Thij9  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Bibh  for  the 
appellant,*  and  by  Mr.  Webster  for  the  respond- 
ents. 

Fth.  ft^tk.  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  deliYered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court. 


a  He  cited  the  following  authorities,  to  show  that  all  encum- 
brancers, or  persons  having  an  interest  existing  at  the  commeoce- 
ment  of  the  suit,  must  be  made  parties  to  a  bill  of  foreclosare,  or 
they  will  not  be  bound  by  the  decree.  Haines  ▼.  Beach,  3  Johm. 
Ch.  Rep:  459.  466.  Ensworth  v.  Lambert,  4  Johnt.  Ck.  Rep, 
605.  M^Gown  v.  Gerks,  6  Johns,  Rep.  450.  and  the  authorities 
collected  in  those  cases. 


J  •■• 
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This  is  a  bill  in  Chancery  brought  by  the  Bank     1826. 
of  the  United  States  against  James  Finley,  to  '^'^J^JjlJ^^^ 
obtain  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  property  mort-        v. 
gaged  for  the  security  of  a  debt  due  to  the  bank.   ***  ®    *  • 

The  mortgage  deed  was  executed  on  the  28th 
of  September,  1822,  and  contains  a  recital  of 
debts  due  to  the  bank  to  the  amount  of  6,240 
dollars,  on  account  of  which  a  note  was  executed 
on  that  day  to  the  bank  for  that  sum,  payable 
sixty  days  after  date.    At  the  November  term  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Kentucky,  the  bill  was  filed,  stating 
the  consent  of  the  mortgagor  to  cm  immediate 
sale  of  the   mortgaged  property,  although  the 
day  of  payment  was  not  arrived ;  and,  on  the 
same  day,  cm  answer  was  filed  consenting  to  a 
decree  for  the  sale.     A  decree  was  immediately 
entered,   by  consent  of  parties,  directing  the 
Marshal  to  sell  the  property.     The  Court  then 
proceeds  to  direct  the  Marshal,  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  sale,  his  commission,  and  the 
costs,  to  pay  to  the  bank  the  sum  of  6,240  dol- 
lars, with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  note. 
The  sale  was  made  in  pursuance  of  the  decree, 
and  the  report  thereof  was  returned  to  the  Court 
by  the  Marshal. 

At  the  succeeding  term,  William  Coleman 
filed  his  petition,  stating,  among  other  things; 
that  he  held  a  prior  mortgage  on  the  same  lands, 
and  praying  that  he  might  be  made  a  party  de- 
fendant to  the  suit.  His  petition  was  rejected,* 
and  he  prayed  an  appeal  to  this  Court,  which 

Vol.  XI.  39 
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1826.    has  been  dismissed  as  irregularly  granted.  After 

^'^^yr^^  dismissing  this  petition,  the  Circuit  Court  pro- 

T.       nounoed  a  decree  affirming  the  sale  made  hj  the 

BankofU.s.  ju^j.^jj^^  and  directing  the  credit  to  which  Finley 

should  be  entitled  for  the  money  paid*  out  of  its 
proceeds  to  the  bank.  This  decree  also  con- 
siders the  debt  due  to  the  bank  as  amounting  to 
6|240  dollars,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the 
note. 

The  mortgage  to  Coleman  is  filed,  and  appears 
to  be  dated  three  days  anterior  to  that  made  to 
the  bank.  A  suit  to  obtain  a  sale  of  the  pre- 
mises was  instituted  in  the  State  Court  in  March, 

« 

1823,  and  was  depending  when  the  final  decree 
was  pronounced  at  the  suit  of  the  bank.  After 
the  final  decree  had  been  pronounced,  Finley  filed 
a  petition,  praying  that  the  sale  and  decree  might 
be  set  aside,  alleging,  among  other  reasons  there- 
for, that  Coleman,  the  prior  mortgagee,  had  not 
been  made  a  party,  although  the  e:astence  of  his 
mortgage  was  known  to  the  bank. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  was  rejected,  and 
Finley  has  appealed  to  this  Court.  The  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff*  in  error  insists,  that  this  decree 
ought  to  be  reversed,  because  it  was  pronounced 
in  a  case  in  which  proper  parties  were  not  be- 
fore the  Court. 

It  cannot  be  doubted  that  Coleman  ought  re- 
gularly to  have  been  a  party  defendant,  and  that 
had  the  existence  of  his  mortgage  been  known 
Xo  the  Court,  no  decree  ought  to  have  been  pro- 
nounced in  the  cause  until  he  was  introduced 
into  it.    But  this  fact  was  kept  out  of  view  until 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  307 

tbe  decree  was  pronounced,  the  sale  made,  the  1826. 
mcmey  paid  to  the  creditor,  and  the  report  of  his  ^"^TT*^^ 
proeeedings  returned  by  the  Marshal.  If  the  ▼. 
manner  in  which  the  sale  was  made,  and  the®*°^°^^*®' 
monej  directed  to  be  paid,  be  unusual  and  ex- 
oeptionable,  it  was  done  by  consent,  and  the  er- 
ror is  not  imputable  to  the  Court.  The  only 
question  presented  to  the  Judges  by  this  petition, 
was,  whether  a  decree,  completely  executed  by  a 
Mle  of  the  property,  and  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  should  be  set  aside,  and  the  suit 
reinstated  for  the  purpose  of  introducing  a  party 
who  ought  regularly  to  have  been  an  original  de- 
fendant, but  who  was  not  shown,  by  any  proceed- 
ings in  the  cause,  to  be  concerned  in  interest 
until  the  decree  was  made  and  executed.  There 
would  certainly  be  great  inconvenience  in  such  a 
practice ;  and,  if  it  be  admissible  in  any  case,  on 
which  the  Court  gives  no  opinion,  it  must  be 
where  the  mischief  resulting  from  a  rejection  of  "" 
the  petition  would  be  irremediable.  This  is  not 
shown  to  be  a  case  of  that  description.  Cole- 
man's mortgage  cannot  be  affected  by  this  de- 
cree. His  rightscannot  be  extinguished  by  it.  His 
suit  in  the  State  Court  will  proceed  as  if  this  de* 
cree  had  never  been  pronounced.  The  pur- 
chasers under  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
take  the  land  subject  to  prior  encumbrances,  cmd 
have,  probably,  taken  this  encumbrance  into  con- 
sideration in  the  price  given  for  the  land.  But, 
be  this  as  it  may,  they  do  not  complain,  or  object 
to  their  purchase,  in  consequence  of  the  cloud 
hanging  over  the  title.    Coleman's  rights  can- 
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1826.     not  be  affected ;  and  if  Finley  has  suffered  by  sell- 

^"•^JI^J^^  ing  his  land  subject  to  a  lien,  it  is  an  injury 

V.       which  he  has  knowingly  brought  upon  himself. 

no.,  rpj^-g  -g  ^^^^  then,  a  case  for  such  an  extraordi- 
nary measure  as  opening  a  decree  made  by  con- 
sent, after  it  has  been  carried  into  ex;)ecution,  on 
the  petition  of  the  party  who  has  given  that  con- 
sent. We  do  not  think  the  decree  is  erroneous 
because  the  prior  mortgagee  was  not  made  a  de- 
fendant, that  fact  not  having  appeared  to  the 
Court  until  the  decree  was.  completely  executed* 
But,  in  the  disposition  of  the  money  produced 
by  the  sale,  a  smaH  mistake  appears  to  have  been 
made.  There  were  some  previous  debts  due 
from  Finley  to  .the  bank,  amounting  to  6,240  dol- 
lars, which  appear  to  have  been  absorbed  in  the 
note  given  for  that  sum  on  the  28th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1822,  payable  sixty  days  after  date,  to  secure 
the  payment  of  which  the  mortgage  deed  was 
executed.  If  this  note  carried  interest  from  its 
date,  that  fact  does  not  appear,  and  cannot  be 
presumed.  The  mortgage  deed  does  not  pur- 
port to  secure  the  payment  of  such  interest.  Yet 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  subjects  the 
mortgaged  property  to  its  payment.  This  error 
ought  to  be  corrected,  and  may  yet  be  corrected 
in  the  Circuit  Court.  It  does  not  affect  the  sale. 
In  all  other  respects,  the  decree  is  to  be  affirmed. 

• 

Decree.     This  cause  came  on  to  be  argued, 

&c.     On  consideration  whereof,  this  Court  is  of 

opinion,  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  decree  for 

the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  in  the  bill 


v\ 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES. 

mentioned,  the  same  being  made  by  consent; 
nor  in  the  final  decree  confirming  the  report  of 
the  Marshal,  except  so  far  as  it  directs  that  the 
note  in  the  deed  of  mortgage  n>entioned  should 
cari-y  interest  from  its  date,  whereas  interest 
should  be  computed  from  the  day  on  which  the 
said  note  was  made  payable,  which  was  sixty 
days  after  its  date.  .  The  said  decree,  therefore, 
is  erroneous  so  far  as  respects  the  computation 
of  interest  before  the  said  note  became  payable, 
and  is  so  far  reversed,  and  is,  in  all  other  re- 
spects, AFFIRMED.  And  the  cause  is  remanded  to 
the  said  Circuit  Court,  that  the  said  decree  may 
be  reformed  so  far  as  it  is  herein  declared  to  be 
erroneous.  And  the  parties  are  to  pay  their 
own  costs. 
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[Statute  of  Limitatioits.] 


Wetzell  against  Bussard. 


An  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  which  will  take  a  case  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  must  be  unqualified  and  unconditional. 

If  it  be  connected  with  circumstances,  which,  in  any  manner,  affect 
the  claim,  or  if  it  be  conditional,  it  may  amount  to  a  new  assump- 
sit, for  which  the  old  debt  is  a  sufficient  consideration ;  or,  if  it  be 
construed  to  revi?e  the  original  debt,  that  revival  i» conditional, 
and  the  performance  of  the  condition,  or  a  readiness  to  perform  it, 
roust  be  shown. 

Thus,  where  an  action  was  brought,  on  a  promise  in  writing  'to  deli- 
ver a  quantity  of  powder,  and  the  original  assumpsit  being  satis- 
factorily proved,  the  defendant  relied  upon  the  statute  of  limita- 
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tiooi ;  and  one  witness  deposed,  that  the  defendant  told  hira  that 
ihepUUnHjf  nud  noi  have  sued  him ;  fir  yf  he  had  came  firward 
and  tdUed certain  elaimi  uhidi'defindani  had  against  him^  the  de- 
findani  would  have  given  him  his  powder :  To  another  witness,  de- 
fendant said,  that  he  shoutd  he  readjf  to  deliver  the  powder  wheor 
ever  the  plainHff  settled  a  ni«t,  which  Dr.  E.  had  brought  against 
him^  ifc.  Heldf  that  those  declarations  did  not  amount  to  an  on- 
qualified  and  unconditional  aeknowledsment  of  the  debt,  but  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  proved  a  perforaianee,  or  a  readiness 
to  perform  the  condition  on  which  the  new  promise  was  made. 


Feb.  7th.  This  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Swann  for  the 
plaintiff/  and  by  Mr.  Jones  and  Mr.  Key  for 
the  defendant.* 


Feb.  nth.       Mr.  Chief  Justice   Marshall  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  county 
of  Washington,  on  a  promise  in  writing  to  de- 
liver a  quantity  of  powder.  The  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations. The  original  assumpsit  having  been  satis- 
factorily proved,  the  plaintiff,  to  support  the  second 
issue,  introduced  a  witness,  who  swore  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  a  conversation  with  him  soon  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  said  that  the  plaintiff 
need  not  havesuedhim,for  if  he  had  come  forward 
and  settled  certain  claims^which  the  defendant  had 
against  him,  the  defendant  would  have  given  him 

a  He  cited  Swan  v.  Sowell,  2  Bamw.  and  Aid.  Rep.  759« 
Leaper  v.  Tatton,  ]  6  EasVs.  Rep.  420.  SalL  29.  Slabry  v. 
Champlin,  4  JoAntf.  Rep.  46l. 

b  They  cited  Clementsoa  v.  Williams,  8  Cranchj  7^.  Bush 
V.  Barnard,  8  John*.  Rep,  407. 
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his  powder.  To  another  witness  who  spoke  to  1826. 
him  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiff,  he  said  that  he  should 
be  ready  to  deliver  the  powder  whenever  the 
plaintiff  settled  a  suit  which  Doctor  Ewell  had 
brought  against  him  in  the  District  Court  at 
Alexandria.  Other  witnesses  proved  declara- 
tions of  the  same  import. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  this  testimony, 
and  the  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer.  The  Court 
gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendant }  and 
the  plaintiff  has  brought  his  cause,  by  a  writ  of 
error^  into  this  Court. 

It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  he  has  proved  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
debt,  and  that  such  acknowledgment,  according 
to  a  long  series  of  decisions,  revives  the  original 
promise,  or  lays  a  foundation  on  which  the  law 
raises  a  new  promise. 

The  English,  as  well  as  American  books,  are 
filled  with  decisions  which  support  this  general 
proposition.  An  unqualified  admission  that  the 
debt  is  due  at  the  time,  has  always  been  held  to 
remove  the  bar  created  by  the  statute.  But 
where  the  terms  of  the  acknowledgment  are  in 
any  degree  equivocal,  or  where  some  qualifica- 
tion has  been  annexed  to  the  admission,  the 
question  whether  the  declarations  of  the  party 
amount  to  an  acknowledgment  of  an  existing 
debt  on  which  the  law  will  raise  an  assumpsit, 
has  been  differently  determined. 

Leaper  v.  Tattan,  (16  Easfs  Rep.  420.)  was  a 
suit  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
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1826.     who  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations.     At  the 
^'^^'^^^^  trial,  the  plaintiff  offered  a  witness  who  swore 
▼.       that  the  defendant,  when  applied  to  for  payment, 
said  that  he  had  been  liable,  but  was  not  liable 
then,  because  the  bill  was  out  of  date.     He  ac- 
knowledged his  acceptance,  but  said  he  would  not 
pay  it,  that  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  pay  it.    A 
verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff;  and,  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  Lord  EUenborough  said, 
'^  As  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  c^f  the 
promise,  it  was  an  acknowledgment  by  the  defend- 
ant that  he  had  not  paid  the  bill,  and  that  he  could 
not  pay  it ;  and  as  the  limitation  of  the  statute 
is  only  a  presumptive  payment,  if  his  own  ac- 
knowledgment that  he  has  not  paid  be  shown,  it 
does  away  the  statute.''    Bayley,  J.  said,  the  ac- 
knowledgment was  evidence  of  a  debt ;  acknow- 
ledging his  acceptance,  and  that  he  had  not  paid 
it,  creates  a  debt.     The  rule  was  discharged. 

Although,  in  this  case,  the  defendant  did  not 
expressly  admit  the  existence  of  the  debt,  the 
implication  is  irresistible.  The  reason  he  as- 
signs for  not  being  liable  is,  that  the  bill  is  out  of 
datp,  and  his  reason  for  not  paying  it  is  his  ina- 
bility. The  Court  so  understood  the  testimony  ; 
and  Lord  EUenborough  speaks  of  his  acknow- 
ledgment as  amounting  to  an  admission  that  he 
had  not  paid  the  bill,  and  could  not  pay  it. 

In  the  case  of  &can  v.  SoweUj  (3  Bamw.  Sf 
Aid.  759.)  Bayley,  J.  says,  that  if  a  party  admits 
the  debt,  and  does  not  say  that  it  is  satisfied,  or 
refuses  to  pay  it,  alleging  at  the  time  an  insuffi- 
cient excuse  for  not  paying  it,  the  law  will,  in 
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these  cases,  raise  an  implied  promise  to  pay  the 
debt  then  acknowledged  to  be  due. 

The  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  is  not  v. 
entirely  free  from  doubt.  If,  by  "  insufficient  ^^"^• 
excuse,"  he  means  an  excuse  which  in  itself  im- 
plies an  admission  that  the  debt  remains  due  ex- 
cept for  the  bar  created  by  the  act  of  limitations, 
the  proposition  is  undoubtedly  supported  by  the 
general  course  of  the  cases.  But  if  his  declara- 
tion extends  to  an  excuse,  which,  if  true,  fur- 
nishes a  real  objection  to  the  payment  of  the 
claim,  in  whole  or  in  part,  we  think  it  is  laid  down 
too  broadly. 

Both  the  English  and  American  cases  are  very 
well  summed  up  in  a  note  in  4  Johns*  Rep.  469. 
note  b.  The  current  of  the  English  decisions 
seems  to  be  in  favour  of  the  principle,  that  any 
expressions  which  amount  to  an  admission  that 
the  debt  was  originally  due,  and  has  not  been 
paid,  will  remove  the  bar  created  by  the  act,  and 
revive  the  original  assumpsit.  The  decisions, 
however,  as  to  this  point,  have  not  been  entirely 
uniform.  In  Coltman  v.  Marsh,  (3  Taunt.  Rep. 
380.)  on  a  motion  to  set  aside,  a  nonsuit  in  a 
case  in  which  the  statute  of  limitations  had  been 
pleaded,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  said 
to  the  plaintiff,  "  I  owe  you  not  a  farthing,  for  it 
is  more  than  six  years  since."  It  was  contend* 
ed,  that  these  words  ought  to  have  been  left  to 
the  jury ;  but  the  Court  refused  the  motion.  So, 
in  the  case  of  Leaper  v.  Tatton^  (16  Easts  Rep. 
420.)  the  defendant  said,  "  that  he  had  been  lia- 
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blci  but  was  not  liable  then,  because  the  bill  was 
out  of  date."     Lord  EUenborough  held,  at  Nisi 
y.^"    Prms,  that  this  might  be  considered  as  no  more 
Bvsswrd.    ^^  jj^^^  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations  in  his 

own  person ;"  and  the  verdict  was  taken  on  other 
words  spoken  at  the  same  time*  Yet  these 
words  imply  very  strongly  that  the  debt  was  ori- 
ginally due,  and  remains  unpaid. 

Some  of  the  American  cases  proceed  on  the 
idea  of  a  new  promise,  for  which  the  ancient 
debt  is  a  sufficient  consideration ;  and  this  is  a 
distinction  of  great  importance,  where  the  ac- 
knowledgment is  connected  with  any  thing  re- 
quired by  the  defendant. 

In  the  case  of  Clementson  v.  WiUiamsj 
(8  Cranch^s  Rep.  72.)  this  Court  expressed  the 
opinion,  that  the  doctrine  of  reviving  debts  barred 
by  the  act  of  limitations,  had  been  carried  full  as 
far  as  it  ought  to  be  carried,  and  that  the  statutes 
on  that  subject  ought  to  be  construed  like  other 
statutes,  so  as  to  effect  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature. In  that  case,  a  declaration  by  one  part- 
ner that  the  account  was  ofiginallydue,  and  that 
he  had  never  paid  it,  and  did  not  know  that  it 
had  ever  been  paid,  but  supposed  his  partner 
had  discharged  it,  was  declared  to  be  insufficient 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  It  is  true, 
that  the  partnership  was  dissolved  when  this 
declaration  was  made,  but  the  Court  did  not 
put  the  case  on  that  point.  It  was  determined 
on  the  insufficiency  of  the  acknowledgment. 
We  think,  upon  the  principles  expressed  by 
the  Court  in  the  case  in  8  CrancKs  Rep.  that  an 
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acknowledgment  which  will  revive  the  original    1826. 
cause  of  action^  must  be  unqualified  and  tmcon-  ^"^STiz^ 
ditwnah     It  must  show  positively  that  the  debt    ^  ▼. 
is  due  in  whole  or  in  part.     If  it  be  connected 
with  circumstances  which  in  any  manner  affect 
the  claim,  or,  if  it  be  conditional,  it  may  amount 
to  a  new  assumpsit  for  which  the  old  debt  is  a 
sufficient  consideration  ;  or  if  it  be  construed  to 
revive  the  original  debt,  that  revival  is  condition- 
al, and  the  performance  of  the  condition,  or  a 
readiness  to  perform  it,  must  be  shown. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  defendant  said  to  one 
witness,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  come  forward 
and  settled  certain  claims  the  defendant  had 
against  him,  he  would  have  given  him  his  pow- 
der ;  and  to  another  he  said,  '^  he  should  be 
ready  to  deliver  the  powder  whenever  the  plain- 
tiff settled  a  suit  which  Doctor  Ewell  had  brought 
against  defendant  in  the  Court  of  Alexandria, 
on  account  of  a  patent  right  and  machine  sold  to 
him  by  the  plaintiff." 

These  declarations  do  not  amount  to  an  un- 
qualified and  unconditional  acknowledgment 
that  the  original  debt  was  justly  demandable. 
They  assert  a  counter  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  which  he  was  determined  to  oppose 
to  that  of  the  plaintiff.  He  did  not  mean  to  give 
validity  to  the  plaintiff's  claim,  but  on  condition 
that  his  own  should  be  satisfied.  These  decla- 
rations, therefore,  cannot  be  construed  into  a  re- 
vival of  the  original  cause  of  action,  unless  that 
be  done  on  which  the  revived  was  made  to  depend. 
It  may  be  considered  as  a  new  promise,  for  which 
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1826.     the  old  debt  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  the 
^"^JT^^"^  plaintiff  ought   to  prove    a  performance,  or  a 
T.        readiness  to  perform,  the  condition  on  which  the 
®"^'^-    promise  was  made. 

A  distinction  seems  to  have  been  taken  in  Eng- 
land, between  a  promise  to  pay  a  sum  of  money, 
and  a  contract  for  the  performance  of  a  particu- 
lar act.  In  Bayddl  v.  Vrummond,  (2  Campb. 
N.  P.  Rep.  157.)  Lord  EUenborough  said,  "If 
a  man  acknowledges  the  existence  of  a  debt 
barred  by  the  statute,  the  law  has  been  supposed 
to  raise  a  new  promise  to  pay  it,  and  thus  the  re- 
medy is  revived ;  but  no  such  effect  can  be  given 
to  an  acknowledgment  where  the  cause  of  action 
arises  from  the  doing,  or  omitting  to  do,  some 
act,  at  a  particular  moment,  in  breach  of  a  con- 
tract." 

But,  without  placing  the  cause  on  this  distinc- 
tion, the  Court  is  of  opinion,  that  the  original 
cause  of  action  is  not  revived,  and  that  there  is 
no  error  in  the  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs/ 

a  The  Courts,  both  in  this  country  and  in  England,  have  fre- 
quently expressed  their  regret,  that,  in  construing  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  original  text  had  not  been  more  strictly  adhered  to, 
so  as  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  proceeding  upon 
the  reasonable  presumption  furnished  by  the  lapse  of  time,  and 
upon  the  salutary  policy  of  discouraging  vexatious  litigation.  (See 
Bryan  v.  Horsman,  4  EtuVs  Rep.  599.  Ward  v.  Hunter, 
6  Taunt.  Rep.  210.  Brandran  v.  Wharton,  I  Bamw.  Sf  Aid, 
463.  Bartley  v.  Faulkner,  3  Bamw.  ^  Aid,  288.)  Mr.  Evans, 
in  the  notes  to  his  Translation  of  Pothier  on  Obligations,  speak- 
ing of  Bryan  v.  Horsman,  has  the  following  observations,  whirh 
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are  marked  by  the  indepeiident  spirit  of  that  able  writer.  ^^  The 
decision  was  certainly  in  conformity  with  the  series  of  precedents 
upon  the  subject ;  but,  as  to  the  general  precedent  of  adhering  to 
the  mere  authority  of  former  cases,  in  opposition  to  the  positive 
terms  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  or  an  established  maxim  of  law, 
of  placing  a  secondary  above  a  primary  authority,  much  doubt 
may  fairly,  and  without  disrespect,  be  entertained.  Where  the 
return  to  the  ancient  principle  would  be  attended  with  material 
detriment,  as  by  disturl>ing  titles  to  real  estates,  held  under  the 
sanction  of  rules,  which,  however  erroneous  in  themselves,  have 
been  established  by  a  series  of  precedents,  the  reason  for  an  adhe- 
rence to  the  precedents  evidently  preponderates;  but  where  there 
Will  be  no  immediate  inconvenience  beyond  the  immediate  case, 
where  the  general  consequences  will  be  wholly  prospective,  I  can- 
not  but  adhere  to  the  opinion,  (which  I  have,  perhaps,  expressed 
with  obtrusive  repetition,)  that  the  Courts  of  justice  have  as  much 
authority  now  to  restore  the  law,  ,as  they  have  had  before  to  sub- 
vert it ;  and  that  a  correct  principle  of  law  is  an  authority  entitled 
to  a  higher  respect  that  an  erroneous  set  of  precedents,  Consi* 
dering  the  law,  however,  upon  this  particular  subject,  as  now  be- 
yond the  reach  of  argument,  and  aware  *how  much  my  own  opi- 
nion, upon  the  effect  of  precedent,  is  different  from  that  which 
usually  prevails  in  practice,  I  think  it  not  irrelevant  to  suggest  to 
persons  whose  claims  are  barred  by  the  statute,  and  who  wish  to 
obtain  an  acknowledgment  of  the  subsistence  of  the  debt,  the  uti- 
lity of  filing  a  bill  of  discovery,  obliging  the  defendant  to  state 
whether  the  debt  was  contracted,  and  whether  it  has  been  paid.  If 
the  subsistence  of  the  debt  is  admitted,  and  without  perjury,  it  can- 
not be  denied,  it  will  not,  if  there  is  any  consistency  of  decision, 
be  of  any  avail  to  add  a  claim  to  the  protection  of  the  statute." 
(2  Evans^  trand.  Pothier  Oblig.  Jppendtx^  No.  XY.  p.  125. 
note  b.)  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  also  remarks,that,  ^  After  all,  it 
might,  perhaps,  have  been  as  well,  if  the  letter  of  the  statute  had 
been  strictly  adhered  to ;  it  is  an  extremely  beneficial  law,  on 
which,  as  it  has  been  observed,  the  security  of  all  men  depends, 
and  is,  therefore,  to  be  favoured.  (Green  v.  Revitt,  2  Salk*  Rep, 
421,422.)  And,  although  it  will  now  and  then  prevent  a  man 
from  recovering  an  honest  debt,  yet  it  is  his  own  fault  that  he  post- 
poned his  action  so  long ;  beside  which,  the  permitting  of  evidence 
of  promises  and  acknowledgments,  within  the  six  years,  seems  to 
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be  a  dangerous  inlet  to  perjufy.'^    (2  WilUanu'  Sound,  64  b. 
D«te.) 

In  the  countries  governed  by  the  Roman  civil  law,  a  much  more 
literal  rule  of  interpretation  has  been  always  applied  to  their  ordi- 
nances of  prescription  or  limitation.    Thus,  in  FrancCi  tbmigh  a 
positive  acknowledgment  of  the  debt  is  sufficient  to  intermpt  the 
running  of  the  prescription,  yet  a  verbal  acknowledgment,  when 
the  debt  exceeds  1<X)  livres,  can  be  of  no  use  to  the  creditor,  as 
the  French  law  requires  ail  contracts  exceeding  that  amount  (now 
150  francs,  Code  Civ.  Nap.  No.  1341.)  to  be  in  writing;  and  thb 
statute  of  frauds  has  also  been  very  strictly  adhered  to  by  the 
Courts  of  justice  in  that  country.    (PotAter,  Des  Oblig.  No.  660. 
688.     Erskine^s  Inst  Law  of  Scotland^  b.  3.  tit.  7.  %  10.)    But 
what  is  called  the  decUory  oath  may  be  tendered  to  the  debtor  in  a 
manner  somewhat  similar  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  as  sugges&ed  by 
Mr.  Evans.    (PoeAter,  Des  Oblig.  No.  660.  684.     Code  C»r. 
Na^.  art.  227^0    That  admirable  system  of  jurisprudence  which 
forms  the  basis  of  the  municipal  law  of  all  Europe,  (except  Eng- 
land,) is  strongly  imbued  with  the  principles  on  which  the  rules 
for  the  prescription  or  limitation  of  actions  are  founded.    Many  of 
the  eminent  Judges  who  have  successively  adorned  the  equity  tri- 
bunals of  England,  have  expressed  their  strong  sense  of  the  pro- 
vident wisdom  of  these  principles,  derived  from  a  deep  knowledge 
of  human  nature,  and  adopted  from  a  due  regard  to  the  peace  and 
order  of  society.    (See  Cos.  temp.  ^^Vj  ^^^'    ^  ^^^'  ^^  ^^* 
269.  1  Ball  ^  Beatt.  156.  2  Jac.  ^  WalL  140.  And  for  the  doc- 
trines of  this  Court  as  to  the  application  of  the  analogy  of  the  statute 
oflimitatioos  of  possessory  actions,  &c.  in  equity,  see  Elmendorf  v. 
Taylor,  an^e.  Vol.  X.  p.  152.  168.,  and  note  a.  lb.  p.  177.    Pre- 
vost  v.  Gratz,  oit/e,  Vol.  VI.  p.  504.    Thomas  v.  Harvie^s  Heirs, 
aiifo.  Vol.  X.  p.  146.    Hughes  v.  Edwards,  Vol.  IX.  p.  489* 
497-    And,  as  to  the  presumption  of  grants  from  the  lapse  of 
time,  see  Ricard  v.  Williams,  on/e,  Vol.  VII.  p.  59. 109.) 

The  Judges  in  this  country  have  recently  shown  a  strong  dispo- 
sition to  break  through  the  chain  of  authorities  by  which  a  mere 
acknowledgment  of  the  existence  of  a  debt  has  been  permitted  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  personal  actions. 
See  the  very  able  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Spencer  in  Sonde  v. 
Gehtouj  (15  Johne.  Rep.  511.)  in  which  a  powerful  effort  is  made 
to  rescue  the  statute  from  a  series  of  misrepresentations  which  has 
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nearly  destroyed  its  efficacy.  See,  also,  Roosevelt  v.  Marky  (6  Johua. 
Ch.  Rep.  266.  290.)  where  the  authority  of  Sande  v.  QeUton 
is  recognised  by  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent,  and  the  principle  is  assert- 
ed, that  an  acknowledgment,  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  must  be  of  a  present,  subsisting  debt ;  and  if  the  ac- 
knowledgment be  qualified  so  as  to  repel  the  presumption  of  a 
promise  to  pay,  it  is  not  evidence  of  a  promise  to  pay. 

In  the  case  referred  to  in  the  text,  of  Clementeon  v.  IFiUiamSi 
(8  Cranch^s  Rep,  72.)  this  Court  stated,  that  it  had  '^  been  fre- 
quently decided,  that  an  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  takes  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  and  revives 
the  original  cause  of  action.  So  far  as  decisions  have  gone  on 
this  point,  principles  may  be  considered  as  settled,  and  the  Courts 
will  not  lightly  unsettle  them.  But  they  have  gone  full  as  far  as 
they  ought  to  be  carried,  and  this  Court  is  not  inclined  to  extend 
them.  The  statute  of  limitations  is  entitled  to  the  same  respect 
with  other  statutes,  and  ought  not  to  be  explained  away."  The 
Court  proceed  to  observe,  that  in  the  case  then  in  judgment,  there 
was  "  no  promise,  conditional  or  uncoi^itional ;  but  a  simple  ac- 
knowledgment. This  acknowledgment  goes  to  the  original  justice 
of  the  account;  but  this  is  not  enough.  The  statute  of  limitations 
was  not  enacted  to  protect  persons  from  claims  fictitious  in  their 
origin,  but  from  ancient  claims,  whether  well  or  ill  founded,  which 
may  have  been  discharged,  but  the  evidence  of  discharge  may  be 
lost.  It  is  not,  then,  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  act,  that 
the  claim  should  be  proved,  or  be  acknowledged  to  have  been  ori- 
ginally just  ;  the  acknowledgment  must  go  to  the  fact  that  it  is  still 
due.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  acknowledgment  of  J.  Clarke  Is,  that 
he  had  not  discharged  the  account  presented  to  him,  but  be  does 
not  say  that  it  was  not  discharged.  His  partner  may  have  paid  it 
without  the  knowledge  of  Clarke ;  and,  cousequently,  the  decla^ 
ration  of  Clarke  that  he  had  not  himself  paid  it,  and  that  he  did 
not  know  whether  his  partner  had  paid  it  or  not,  is  no  proof  that 
the  debt  remains  due,  and,  therefore,  is  not  such  an  acknowledg- 
ment as  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations." 
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Fowle 
▼. 
The  Com- 
mon Gouocil  [Demurrer  to  Evidence.] 
of  Alexan- 
dria. 

Fowle  against  The  Common  Council  op  Alex- 
andria. 

No  judgment  can  be  rendered  upon  a  demurrer  to  evidence  until 
there  is  a  joinder  in  demurrer  ;  and  issue  cannot  be  joined  upon 
the  demurrer  so  long  as  there  is  any  matter  of  fact  in  controversy 
between  the  parties. 

The  demurrer  to  evidence  must  state  facts,  and  not  merely  the  evi- 
dence conducing  to  prove  them. 

One  party  cannot  insist  upon  the  other  party  joining  in  demurrer, 
^vithout  distinctly  admitting,  upon  the  record,  every  fact,  and  every 
conclusion,  which  the  evidence  given  for  his  adversary  conduced  to 
prove. 

Where  the  demurrer  to  evidence  is  defective  in  these  respects,  and 
judgment  has,  notwithstanding,  been  rendered  upon  it  for  the  party 
demurring,  by  the  Court  below,  the  judgment  will  be  reversed  in 
this  Court,  and  a  new  trial  awarded. 

Fth,nih.  THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  tVebster 
and  Mr.  Swann,  for  the  plaintiff/  and  by  Mr. 
Jones,  and  Mr.  Taylor ^  for  the  defendant.  But, 
as  it  was  determined  by  the  Court  upon  the  de- 
fects in  the  demurrer  to  evidence,  it  has  not 
been  thotight  necessary  to  report  the  arguments 
of  counsel. 

March  ut.  Mr.  Justice  Story  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 

a  They  cited,  as  to  the  liability  of  corporations  in  a  private 
action  for  neglect  of  their  duties,  and  consequent  damages  sustain- 
ed by  individuals,  Yarborough  v.  Bank  of  England,  l6  Easfs 
Rep,  6.  and  Riddle  v.  Proprietors,  &c.  7  Mass,  Rep.  l69. 
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This  is  a  writ  of  error  from  the  Circuit  Court    1826. 
sitting  at  Alexandria  for  the  District  of  Colum-  """p^l^J]^ 
bia.    The  oriinnal  action  was  broufifht  airainst       ▼. 
the  defendants  to  recover  damages  asserted  to  Q,on^Councii 
have  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  in  conse-  of  Aiexan- 
quence  of  the  neglect  of  the  defendants  to  take 
due  bonds  and  security  from  one  Philip  6.  Mars- 
teller,  licensed  by  them  as  an  auctioneer  for  the 
years  1815,  1816, 1817,  and  1818,  according  to 
the  express  provisions  of  the  statute  in  this  be- 
half enacted. 

At  the  trial  below,  upon  the  general  issue,  one 
of  the  principal  points  in  controversy  was,  whe- 
ther the  said  Marsteller  was,  in  fact,  licensed  by 
the  defendants  as  an  auctioneer  during  the  years 
above  stated ;  and  both  parties  introduced  a  good 
deal  of  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  supporting 
or  repelling  the  presumption  of  the  fact.  The 
defendants  demurred  to  the  evidence  as  insuffi- 
cient to  maintain  the  plaintiff's  action,  and  the 
record  itself  contains  the  whole  evidence  intro- 
duced at  the  trial,  as  well  that  arising  from  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  as  that  arising  from  writ- 
ten documents. 

There  is  no  joinder  in  demurrer  on  the  record, 
which  is  probably  a  mere  defect  in  the  transcript, 
as  the  Court  proceeded  to  give  judgment  upon 
the  demurrer  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  With- 
out a  joinder  in  demurrer,  no  such  judgment 
could  be  properly  entered ;  and  such  joinder 
ought  not  to  have  been  required  or  permitted 
while  there  was  any  matter  of  fact  in  controversy 
between  the  parties. 

Vol.  XT.  41 
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1826.        Indeed,  the  nature  of  the  proceedings  vpon  a 

^■^Tjj^J^  demurrer  to  eyidence,  seems  to  have  been  totally 

▼.       misunderstood  in  the  present  case*    It  is  no 

Coandi  P^^  ^^  ^^^  object  of  such  proceedings^  to  bring 


of  AiezaiH  before  the  Court  an  investigation  of  the  facts  in 
dispute,  or  to  weigh  the  force  of  testimony  or  the 
presumptions  arising  from  the  evidence.  That 
is  the  proper  province  of  the  jury.  The  true 
and  proper  object  of  such  a  demurrer  is  to  refer 
to  the  Court  the  law  arising  fronl  facts.  It  sop- 
poses,  therefore,  the  facts  to  be  already  admitted 
and  ascertained,  and  that  nothing  remains  but 
for  the  Court  to  i^ply  the  law  to  those  facts. 
This  doctrine  is  clearly  established  by  the  autho- 
rities, and  is  expounded  in  a  very  able  manner 
by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  all  the  Judges  in  the  case  of  Oihim 
V.  Hunter,  before  the  House  of  Lords.  (2  H. 
Bl.  Rep.  187.)  It  was  there  held,  diat  no  par^ 
could  insist  upon  the  other  party's  jmning  in  de* 
murrer,  without  distinctly  admitting,  upon  the 
record,  every  fact,  and  every  conclusion,  which 
the  evidence  given  for  his  adversary  conduced  to 
prove.  If,  therefore,  there  is  parol  evidence  in 
the  case,  which  is  loose  and  indeterminate,  and 
may  be  applied  with  more  or  less  effect  to  the 
jury,  or  evidence  of  circumstances,  which  is 
meant  to  operate  beyond  the  proof  of  the  exis- 
tence of  those  circumstances,  and  to  conduce  to 
the  proof  of  other  facts,  the  party  demuiring 
must  admit  the  facts  of  which  the  evidence  is  so 
loose,  indeterminate,  and  circumstantial,  before 
the  Court  can  compel  the   other  side  to  join 
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therm*  And  if  there  should  be  such  a  joinder  1826. 
without  such  admission}  leaving  the  facts  unset- 
tled and  indeterminate,  it  is  a  sufficient  reason 
for  refusing  judgment  upon  the  demurrer;  and mon^CooQcii 
the  judgment,  if  any  is  rendered,  is  liable  to  ©^  ^ifxaw- 
be  reversed  for  erron  Indeed,  the  case  made 
for  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  is,  in  many  respects, 
like  a  special  verdict.  It  is  to  state  facts,  and 
not  merely  testimony  which  may  conduce  to 
prove  them.  It  is  to  admit  whatever  the  jury 
may  reasonably  infer  from  the  evidence,  and  not 
merely  the  circumstances  which  form  a  ground 
of  (resumption.  The  principal  difference  be- 
tween them  is,  that,  upon  a  demurrer .  to  evi- 
dence, a  Court  may  infer,  in  favour  of  the  party 
joining  in  demurrer,  every  fact  of  which  the  evi- 
dence might  justify  an  inference  ;  whereas,  upon 
a  special  verdict,  nothing  is  intended  beyond  the 
facts  found*  - 

Upon  examination  of  the  case  at  bar,  it  will 
be  at  once  perceived,  that  the  demurrer  to  evi- 
dence, tried  by  the  principles  already  stated,  is 
fatally  defective.  The  defendants  have  demur- 
red, not  to  facts,  but  to  evidence  of  facts ;  not  to 
positive  admissions,  but  to  mere  circumstances 
€^  presumption  introduced  on  the  other  side. 
The  plaintiff  endeavoured  to  prove,  by  circum- 
stantial evidence,  that  the  defendants  granted  a 
license  to  Marstelleras  an  auctioneer.  The  de- 
fendants not  only  did  not  admit  the  existence  of 
such  a  license,  but  they  introduced  testimony  to 
disprove  the  fact.  Even  if  the  demurrer  could 
be  considered  as  being  exclusively  taken  to  the 
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1826.    plaintijQT's  evidence^  it  ought  not  to  have  been 

^•^l^IJJJ^  allowed  without  a  distinct  admission  of  the  facts 

▼.       which  that  evidence  conduced  to  prove.     But 

m(m^Coancii  ^hen  the  demurrer  was  so  framed  as  to  let  in 

of  Aicxan-  j^g  defendants*  evidence,  and  thus  to  rebut  what 

ana.  ' 

the  other  side  aimed  to  establish,  and  to  over- 
throw the  presumptions  arising  therefrom,  by 
counter  presumptions,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Circuit  Court  to  overrule  the  demurrer,  as  incor- 
rect, and  untenable  in  principle.  The  question 
referred  by  it  to  the  Court,  was  not  a  question 
of  law,  but  of  fact. 

This  being,  then,  the  posture  of  the  case,  the 
next  consideration  is,  what  is  the  proper  duty  of 
this  Court,  sitting  in  error.  It  is,  undoubtedly, 
to  reverse  the  judgment,  and  award  a  ventre/o- 
das  de  novo.  We  may  say,  as  was  said  by  the 
Judges  in  Gibson  v.  Hunter^  that  this  demurrer 
has  been  so  incautiously  framed,  that  there  is  no 
manner  of  certainty  in  the  state  of  facts,  upon 
which  any  judgment  can  be  founded.  Under 
such  a  predicament,  the  settled  practice  is,  to 
award  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  issue 
between  the  parties,  in  effect,  has  not  been  tried. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  ventre  facias  de 
novo  awarded.* 

a  Vide  United  Stotes  Bank  v.  Smith,  oyife,  p.  171. 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  325 

1826. 


[Local  Law.] 

Piles  and  Others^  Plaintiffs  in  ErroTf 

against 
BouLDiN  and  Others,  Defendants  in  Error. 

Under  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Tennessee  of  1797,  c.  48.  s.  4. 
peaceable  and  uninterrupted  possession,  claiming  to  bold  tbe  laad 
adverse  to  the  claims  of  all  other  persons,  for  seven  years,  under  a 
grant,  or  deed  of  conveyance  founded  upon  a  grant,  gives  a  com- 
plete title  to  the  person  who  has  the  possession. 

♦ 

THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Isaacs,  for  the  F«^  ^M. 
plaintiffs  in  error,  no  counsel  appearing  for  the 
defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Duyall  delivered  the  opinion  of  Mank  io(k. 
the  Court. 

This  cause  is  brought  up  by  writ  of  error  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  West  Tennessee. 

The  lessee  of  Bouldin  and  others,  who  were 
plaintiffs  in  the  Court  below,  brought  an  eject- 
ment against  Conrad  Piles  and  others,  for  a  tract 
of  land  containing  2,500  acres,  lying  in  Overton 
county,  on  Wolf  river,  granted  by  the  State  of 
North  Carolina,  by  patent  dated  July  10,  1788, 
to  Thomas  and  Robert  King,  who,  by  deed  bear- 
ing date  25th  of  March,  1793,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, conveyed  the  same  to  David  Ross  of 
Virginia.    Ross,  by  his  last  will  and  testament, 
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1826.  duly  proved  and  recorded,  devised  the  same  to 
his  four  children,  namely,  Eliza  Myers,  wife  of 
Jacob  Myers,  Amanda  A.  Duffield  wife  of  John 
Duffield,  Frederick  A.  Ross,  and  David  Ross, 
jun.  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  fee. 

The  defendant.  Piles,  rested  his  defence  on 
the  location  of  several  grants  which  were  offered 
in  evidence  on  the  trial :  (1.)  A  grant  dated  24th 
of  December,  1798,  founded  on  a  warrant  dated 
10th  of  March,  1780,  by  the  State  of  North  Ca- 
rolina, to  Henry  Rowan,  for  a  tract  containing 
320  acres,  called  Walnut  Grove,  lying  in  Hawkins 
county,  on  Spring  creek.  (2.)  A  grant  bearing  the 
same  date,  and  founded  on  the  same  warrant,  by 
the  State  of  North  Carolina  to  Henry  Rowan,  for 
another  tract  containing  320  acres,  adjoining 
Walnut  Grove,  and  having  the  same  beginning. 
This  tract  was  conveyed  by  deed  dated  22d  of 
September,  1800,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to 
Conrad  Piles,  and  is  described  to  include  a  cabin 
known  by  the  name  of  Livingston's  cabin.  (3.)  A 
grant  bearing  date  on  the  15th  of  August,  1808, 
to  Conrad  Piles,  by  the  State  of  Tennessee,  for 
atract  lying  in  Overton  county,  on  Rotton's  fork  of 
Wolf  river,  containing  200  acres ;  and,  (4.)  Ano- 
ther tract  adjoining  the  former,  containing  the 
like  quantity,  granted  by  patent  of  the  same 
date  to  Conrad  Piles.  Piles  possessed  both  the 
tracts  granted  to  Rowan  ;  one  by  purchase,  the 
other  by  a  parol  lease  for  years.  All  these  tracts 
are  located  on  the  plat  exhibited  on  the  trial,  and 
none  of  the  locations  were  contested.    The  title 
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of  the  plaintiffs  is  admitted  to  be  regularly  de-    1826. 
duced  from  the  first  patentee. 

The  defendants  read  in  evidence  the  two 
grants  before  mentioned  from  the  State  of  North 
Carolina  to  Henry  Rowan,  for  320  acres  each  ; 
the  first  is  described  as  lying  in  Hawkins  county, 
'*  beginning  on  two  hickories,  an  ash,  and  a  Spa- 
nish oak,  on  the  north  side  of  Spring  creek ; 
running  north  50  poles  to  a  stake ;  west  S35 
poles  to  a  stake ;  south  167  poles  to  a  stake, 
crossing  Spring  creek ;  •  east  335  poles  to  a 
stake ;  and  thence  to  the  beginning."  The  se- 
cond tract  has  the  same  beginning,  calls  ^'^  to  ad- 
join the  first,  running  east  335  poles  to  a  stake, 
north  167  poles  to  a  stake;  west  335  poles 
to  a  stake  ;  then  to  the  beginning."  Also,  two 
grants  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  to  himself 
for  200  acres  each,  dated  15th  of  August, 
1808.  These  grants  interfere  with  the  plamtiff*8 
grant  of  2,500  acres,  and  cover  all  the  land  of 
which  the  defendant  was  in  possession  within 
the  bounds  of  the  plaintiff's  grant  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  viz.  the  17th  of  October^ 
1817.  Nearly  one  half  of  Rowan's  tract,  called 
Walnut  Grove,  is  included  within  the  tract  for 
which  the  ejectment  is  brought ;  the  settlement 
called  Livingstones  cabin  lies  principally  in  that 
part  of  Walnut  Grove  thus  running  foul  of  the 
tract  owned  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff* 
Helm^s  improvement  is  contained  partly  in  Wal- 
nut Grove,  and  within  one  of  the  tracts  of  200 
acres  granted  to  Piles,  which  is  included  almost 
wholly  in  the  tract  of  the  lessors  of  the  [rfaintiff, 
and  includes  both  Livingston's  cabin  and  Helm's 
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1826*  settlement.  Piles  has  made  another  settlement 
included  in  the  tract  called  Walnut  Grove,  a  part 
of  which  is  contained  within  the  lines  of  the  tract 
for  which  the  ejectment  is  brought. 

The  defendant,  Piles,  proved,  that  the  grants 
before  mentioned,  to  Rowan  and  to  himself^ 
covered  all  the  lands  of  which  he  was  possessed 
within  the  grant  of  the  plaintilSs ;  he  also  proved, 
that  the  grant  of  Walnut  Grove  to  Rowan  in- 
cluded Livingston's  cabin  as  represented  on  the 
plat,  and  that  he  had  been  in  the  peaceable  posses- 
sion  thereof  for  more  than  eight  years  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  that  he  had 
also  been  in  possesi^ion  of  a  piece  of  ground 
within  one  of  the  grants  to  himself,  and  which  is 
also  within  the  plaintiflTs  grant,  and  which  he  had 
held  and  cultivated  more  than  eight  years  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  relied  on 
the  statute  t)f  limitations.  It  was  also  proved, 
that  Rowan,  in  1806,  had  made  a  parol  lease  of 
the  tract  called  Walnut  Grove,  to  one  Helm,  for 
six  years,  in  consideration  of  certain  improve- 
ments ;  that  Helm  took  possession,  built  a  cabin, 
and  cleared  a  few  acres  of  land ;  that,  in  the  fall 
of  1807,  Piles  bought  his  lease,  and  agreed  to 
make  the  further  improvements  stipulated,  and 
return  the  possession  to  Rowan ;  that  he  took 
possession  immediately,  and  continued  in  pos- 
session, claiming  for  himself,  and  not  as  tenant 
for  Rowan,  though  he  did  not  mention  his  claim 
until  after  he  had  bought  Helm's  lease. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the    defendant, 
Files,  by  his  counsel,  moved  the  Court  to  instruct 
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the  jury,  that  if  the'  deed  from  Rowan  to  Piles  1 826. 
contained,  in  its  first  part,  a  sufficiently  certain 
description,  according  to  the  evidence,  of  the 
land  included  in  Rowan's'^first  grant,  that  then 
they  should  disregard  any  subsequent  description 
therein  which  should  be'repugnant  to  said  first 
description.  And,  also,' to  charge  the  jury,  that 
if  the  deed  from  Rowan  to  the  defendant  did 
not  cover  said  land,  yet,  that  if  they  believed  the 
defendant  went  into  possession  of  the  land  con- 
tained in  the  said  first  grant  to  Rowan,  under  the 
lease  from  Rowan  to  Helm,  as  stated  in  the  evi- 
dence, the  defendant  could  defend  himself  in  this 
action  of  ejectment,  as  tenant  of  Rowan,  without 
making  his  landlord  a  defendant ;  that,  as  be- 
tween Rowan  and  the  defendant,  he,  the  defend- 
ant, could  not  change  the  nature  of  his  posses- 
sion, but  that  the  same  would  operate  for  Row- 
an's benefit  to  perfect  his  title  under  the  statute 
of  limitations  as  against  the  plaintiflfand  persons 
claiming  under  adversary  grants ;  and  that,  if  the 
defendant's  possession  had  perfected  Rowan's 
title,  and  made  it  a  better  title  than  the  plaintiff's, 
then,  the  defendant  having  shown  a  better  out- 
standing title,  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled 
to  recover.  Which  instructions  the  Court  re- 
fused to  give,  but  instructed  the  jury,  that  Piles 
could  not  avail  himself  of  the  statute,  and  that 
his  deed  from  Rowan,  by  legal  construction,  did 
not  cover  the  land  included  in  Rowan's  first 
grant.  From  this  opinion  of  the  Court  an  ex- 
ception was  taken,  and  the  cause  is  now  before 
this  Court  for  revision. 

Vol.  XL  42 
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1826.        The  couiwel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  insists 

^'^Y''^^  t'^**  ^^®  Circuit  Court  erred  on  both  points. 

▼.  The  two  irrantB  to  Rowan  begin  at  the  same 

place,  have  the  same  form  and  dimensions,  and 

Tince"  of  ^he  ^o^^t*^!^  ^^^  BHiue  quantity  of  land.  The  deed  from 

Court  to  de-  Rowau  to  Pilcs  adoDts  the  courses  and  distances 

termioe       the  •  i  j 

farce  and  legal  of  the  sccoud  grant  prccisely,  and  proceeds  to 
given  in  evi-  dcscribc  it  as  including  the  cabin  commonly  call- 

dence;  and  the      t     -r  •    •  •«  »•  i^*t'"  a.       9  i_" 

construction  cd  lAVingston  8  coMn ;  but  Liivingstons  cabin 
case"  wM  cor- is  iucluded  iu  the  first  grant  called  Walnut 
"*"*•  Grove.     The  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error 

contends,  that  if  the  first  grant  is  not  conveyed 
by  the  deed,  it  is,  at  least,  doubtful  which  of  the 
two  tracts  was  intended  to  be  conveyed ;  and 
that,  therefore,  it  was  a  question  of  location  to 
be  settled  by  the  jury,  not  a  question  of  law  to 
be  decided  by  the  Court.  But  this  Court  is  of  a 
different  opinion.  Admitting  the  universality  of 
the  maxim,  de  jure  respondent  judices,  de  facto 
juraioreSf  it  will  not  be  denied,  that  it  is  the  pro- 
vince of  the  Court  to  decide  upon  the  force  and 
legal  effect  of  a  sealed  instrument.  The  deed 
conveys,  by  metes  and  bounds,  the  land  contain* 
ed  in  the  second  grant  to  Rowan,  corresponding 
precisely,  in  courses  and  distances,  from  the  be- 
ginning to  the  given  line  inclusive ;  and  will  not 
admit  of  the  construction,  that  the  first  tract, 
called  Walnut  Grove,  was  conveyed,  merely  be- 
cause it  includes  Livingston's  cabin.  The  de- 
scription in  the  deed  was  full  and  complete  with- 
out reference  to  Livingston's  cabin ;  the  men- 
tion of  which  appears  evidently  to  be  a  mistake 
from  inattention  in  the  writer  of  the  deed,  and 
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conveyed  no  right  or  interest  whatever  in  the  1820. 
firftt  grants  And  it  is  conclusiTe  in  the  construc- 
tion of  this  deed,  that  it  could  not  have  be^n  the 
intention  of  either  party,  that  the  tract  called 
Walnut  Grove  was  intended  to  be  conveyed,  that 
it  calls  to  begin  ^'  on  the  corner  of  .the  Walnut 
Grove  tract'^  There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  refusing  to  instruct  the 
jury  according  to  the  first  prayer  of  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant. 

The  second  question  arises  upon  the  plea  of    Defendant's 

^1  ..^/»i»-»'  powcBiion  pro- 

tne  statute  of  limitations.  tected  by  the 

By  the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  the  State  of  oTumitatloBi! 
Tennessee,  passed  in  the  year  1797,  ch.  43. 
peaceable  possession,  for  seven  years,  by  any 
person,  under  a  grant,  or  deed  of  conveyance 
founded  upon  a  grant,  gives  a  complete  title  to 
the  person  .who  has  the  possession ;  and  all  per- 
sons who  neglect,  for  that  period,  to  prosecute 
their  claims,  are  declared  to  be  for  ever  barred. 
There  is  the  usual  saving  to  infants,  &c.  In 
this  case,  the  record  affords  abundant  proof, 
which  is  uncontradicted,  that  Piles  had  peacea- 
ble and  uninterrupted  possession  of  all  the  set* 
tlements  made  by  him,  comprehended  within  the 
lines  of  the  plaintiff's  grant,  and  claimed  to  hold 
the  same  as  his  own,  adtierse  to  the  claims  of  all 
persons  whatever.  The  settlement  called  Li- 
vingston's cabin,  and  that  made  by  Helm,  and 
transferred  by  Helm  to  Piles,  are  included  in  his 
own  grant  for  two  hundred  acres,  dated  August 
15, 1808,  and  also  within  the  plaintiff's  grant,  and 
principally  within  that  part    of  Rowan's  first 
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1826.    grant,  which  interferes  with  that  of  the  plain- 

);r^"^^'^  tiffs.    His  third  possession  is  contained  within 

Heirs     Rowan's  first  grant,  which  interferes  with  the 

Robertson,  plaintiff^s  grant  as  has  already  been  stated.    All 

these  possessions,  being  founded  on  grants,  are 

protected  by  the  act  of  limitations,  the  provisions 

of  which  are  too  plain  to  be  misunderstood. 

On  this  point,  the  opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court 
is  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo  awarded/ 
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[Alien.    Local  Law.] 

Doe,  ez  dent.  Governeur's  Heirs,  against  Ro- 
bertson and  Others. 

An  alien  maj  take  real  property,  by  grant,  whether  from  the  State  or 
a  private  citizen,  and  may  hold  the  same  until  his  title  is  devested 
by  an  inquest  of  office,  or  some  equivalent  proceeding. 

The  act  of  Assembly  of  Virginia  of  1779,  c.  IS.  s.  3.  secured  from 
escheat  all  the  interest  acquired  by  aliens  in  real  property,  previous 
to  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  and  lef^  the  rights  acquired  by  them 
under  the  patent,  to  be  determined  by  the  general  principles  of  the 
comnrau  law. 

The  title  of  an  alien  thus  acquired  by  patent  in  1784,  under  t)ie  laws 
of  Virginia,  and  subsequently  confirmed  to  him  by  a  legislative 
act  of  Kentucky  in  1796,  and  to  his  heirs,  and  their  grantees,  by 
an  act  of  the  same  State  in  1799,  will  overreach  a  grant  made  by 
Virginia  to  a  citizen  in  1785,  and  defeat  the  claim  of  all  persons 
holding  under  such  grant. 

These  legislative  acts  were  valid,  under  the  compact  of  1789,  be- 
tween the  States  of  Virginia  and  Kentucky. 

a  Vide  antCj  Somerville  v.  Hamilton,  Vol  IV.  p.  230.  Patton 
V.  Eaton,  Vol.  I.  p.  476.  M4ver  v.  Ragan,  Vol.  II.  p.  25. 
M^Clung  V.  Ross,  Vol.  V.  p.  116.  Walker  v.  Turner,  Vol.  IX. 
p.  541. 
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THIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  in  1826. 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Kentucky,  in  which  the  les-  q^^^J^^JJJ!^ 
sors  of  the  plaintiff  gave  in  jsvidence  a  patent  Heirs 
from  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  for  the  Robertson* 
lands  in  controversy,  lying  in  Kentucky,  to  Ro- 
bertus  S.  Brantz,  then  an  alien,  bearing  date 
the  11th  of  October,  1784,  founded  on  a  land- 
office  treasury  warrant.  They  also  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  certificate  of  naturalization  of  the  said 
Brantz,  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  on  the  8th  of 
November,  1784,  and  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
Kentucky,  passed  in  1796,  entitled,  '^  An  act  for 
the  relief  of  Robertus  Samuel  Brantz,"  which 
recited  that  he  was  an  alien  when  the  patent  is- 
sued ;  confirmed  his  estate  as  fully  as  if  he  had 
been  a  citizen  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  with  a 
proviso,' that  nothing  in  the  act  should  afiect  the 
right  or  title  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  but 
only  '^  the  right  which  this  Commonwealth  may 
have  in  the  said  lands.''  The  said  Robertus  S. 
Brantz  died  in  .1797,  leaving  a  son,  Johannes 
Brantz,  an  alien,  incapable  of  inheriting  the 
lands.  An  act  of  the  legislature  of  Kentucky, 
passed  December  9th,  1799,  reciting  that  Rober- 
tus S.  Brandtz  had  departed  this  life  indebted  to 
Isaac  and  Nicholas  Governeur ;  that  Johannes 
Brantz,  his  son  axid  executor,  and  an  alien, 
made  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  said  N.  G.  to  sell 
the  lands  of  the  said  R.  8.  B.,  for  the  payment 
of  the  debt,  which  sale  had  been  made ;  there- 
fore, ^'  all  the  right  whieh  the  said  R.  S.  B.  had, 
before,  and  at  his  death,''  and  the  right  of  the 
said  Johannes  B.  was  declared  to  be  vested  in 
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1826w     the  said  I.  and  N.Governeur,  '^  as  fully  as  tf  the 

^^^>^*^  said  RobertuB  S.  B.  had  done  in  his  lifetimey  or 

Heiri      as  if  the  said  Johannes  B.  had  been  a  naturalized 

Robertnn.  ^^^^^zen  when  he  executed  the  power  of  attornej 

for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  said  lands." 

The  defendants  claimed  title  under  a  grant 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  dated  the 
2d  of  December,  1785,  to  one  Duncan  Rose,  and 
proved  a  regular  derivation  of  title  from  him. 

The  plaintiffs  thereupon  moved  the  Court  to 
instruct  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  that  the 
grants  to  R.  S.  Brantz  covered  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy, that  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  duly  de* 
rive  title  under  N.  and  I.  Governeur,  and  that  R. 
S.  Brantz  neither  conveyed  nor  devised  those 
lands,  and  left  no  heirs  capable  of  inheriting 
them,  and  that  the  defendants  were  in  possession 
at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  that  the  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  moved  the  following  instruc- 
tions : 

1.  That  if  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence, 
that  Robertus  S.  Brantz  was  an  alien  at  the 
time  when  the  patent  given  in  evidence  was  pro- 
cured by  him,  that  nothing  passed  to  him  by  said 
grant,  but  that  it  was  void. 

2.  That  if  Robertus  S.  Brantz  died,  leaving 
his  son  an  alien,  and  having  no  relations  who 
were  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any  of 
the  States,  then,  upon  his  death  without  heirs, 
the  title,  if  it  had  passed  out  of  the  Common- 
wealth by  the  patent,  was  immediately  vested  in 
the  Commonwealth  ;  and  if  the  grant  tO/ Duncan 
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Rose,  from  the  Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  in-    1826» 
eludes  the  land  in  controversy,  then  the  act  of  ^^JJ^JJ^^JJ^ 
Kentucky,  granting  the  land  to  N.  and  I.  Gover-»     Hciw 
neur,  cannot,  under  the  articles  of  the  compact  RoiMftMiK 
between  Virginia  and  Kentucky,  overreach  the 
grant  to  Duncan  Rose  from  the  Commonwealth 
of  Virginia ;  and  they  ought  to  find  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff,  showing  no  title  or  con- 
nexion with  Robertus  S.  Brantz,  but  through 
and  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  Kentucky,  given  in 
evidence  by  plaintiff,  such  grant  from  Kentucky 
is,  by  virtue  of  the  3d  and  6th  articles  of  Ihe 
compact  with  Virginia,  of  inferior  dignity,  and 
inoperative  to  overreach  the  grant  *  by  the  State 
of  Virginia  to  Duncan  Rose. 

4.  That  the  acts  of  Kentucky  of  1796  and  1799, 
given  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  being  in  pari 

« 

matena^  are  to  be  taken  together ;  that  the  latter 
act  is  explained  by  the  former,  and  by  operation 
of  said  two  acts,  and  of  the  said  compact  between 
Virginia  and  Kentucky,  the  title  of  the  plaintiff, 
as  offered  in  evidence  by  him,  is  younger  in  date, 
and  inferior  in  dignity,  and  cannot  overreach  the 
grant  to  Duncan  Rose,  so  far  as  those  grants 
conflict. 

5.  That  if  they  find  that  the  grant  to  Duncan 
Rose,  given  in  evidence,  includes  the  land  held 
thereunder  by  the  defendants,  then  the  grant  of 
the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  in  the  act  given 
in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  is  the  junior  and  in- 
ferior claim  of  title,  and  the  jury  ought  to  find 
for  the  defendants. 


Fth.  fStd. 
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The  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  being  divided 

*f^  in  opinion  upon  the  instructions  moved,  the  di- 

Heirs     visiou  was  Certified  to  this  Court. 
▼. 

RobertiOD. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiflf  made  the  follow- 
ing points : 

1 .  That  Robertus  S.  Brantz,  both  at  common 
law,  and  by  the  special  provisions  of  the  act  of 
Virginia  of  1779,  c.  13.  s.  3.  upon  his  naturali- 
zation, took  and  held  an  indefeasible  title  to  the 
lands  in  question,  under  his  grant. 

2.  That,  consequently,  the  junior  grant  to 
Duncan  Rose  was  void,  and  conferred  no  title ; 
and,  of  course,  could  not  have  estopped  Virgi- 
nia if  no  separation  had  taken  place ;  and, 
therefore,  could  not  estop  Kentucky,  by  the  arti- 
cles of  compact  between  the  two  States,  from 
vesting  the  title  to  those  lands,  by  the  legislative 
act  of  1799,  in  I.  and  N.  Governeur. 

The  defendants'  counsel  insisted, 

1.  That  R.  S.  Brantz  being  an  alien  when 
the  grant  of  Virginia  issued  to  him,  the  title  did 
not  pass  out  of  the  Commonwealth  ;  therefore, 
the  grant  to  Duncan  Rose  must  be  considered  as 
the  prior  legal  title. 

2.  That  under  the  compact  of  1789,  between 
Virginia  and  Kentucky,  the  legislative  acts  of 
Kentucky  of  1796  and  1799,  under  which  the 
plaintiff  claims,  cannot  overreach  the  prior  grant 
from  Virginia  to  Rose. 

Mr.  Sampson^  for  the  plaintiff,  argued,  (1.)  That 
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it  had  been  conclusively  settled  by  a  uniform  se-  1826. 
ries  of  decisions  in  this  Court,  that  an  alien  can  q^^^^^^^ 
take,  and  hold,  real  property,  either  by  grant  or  Hein 
devise,  until  office  found/  The  grantee  of  the  nobeitson. 
State  takes  by  purchase  as  *  much  as  a  private 
grantee/  In  Craig  v.  Radford,^  the  alienage 
of  a  grantee  from  the  State  was  presented  dis- 
tinctly as  a  positive  bar  to  his  taking,  but  the 
Court  determined  the  grant  to  be  good,  and  the 
decision  of  that  point  was  inevitably  involved  in 
the  determination  of  the  cause.  And  there  was 
no  reason,  either  of  policy  or  law,  for  making  a 
distinction  between  a  public  and  a  private  grant. 
The  title  of  the  government  being  devested  by 
the  grant,  which  is  matter  of  record,  it  could  not 
be  revested  again  but  by  an  inquest  of  office,  by 
which  alone  the  fact  of  alienage  can  be  deter- 
mined. Every  person  resident  in  the  country  is 
presumed  to  be  a  citizen  until  the  contrary  is 
shown  by  a  judicial  proceeding.''  The  govern- 
ment, having  once  invested  its  grantee  with  a 
title,  cannot  deprive  him  of  it  but  in  due  course 
of  law ;  and  the  inquest  of  office  is  the  appropriate 
process,  where  the  title  to  lands  is  in  controversy. 
But,  it  might  be  contended,  that  the  grant  of  the 
State  to  an  alien  is  absolutely  void,  and  not  voida- 

a  Fairfax  v.  Hunter,  7  Cranch^s  Rep.  603.  Craig  v.  Radford, 
3  Wheat.  Rep.  594.  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  JFheai.  Rep.  563.  Orr 
V.  Hodgson,  4  Wheat.  Rep.  453. 

b  Co.  Utt.  18  b. 

c  3  Wheat.  Rep.  594. 

d  1  Bac.  Abr.  AUen.  C.  133. 

Vol..  Xr.  43 
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1826.    hh  merely ;  w^  a  p^^^ag?  ip  F»».  4kr*  mgh\i 
Q^^^^^^  p.ej:hapa,  be  relied  on  for  thftt  purpose.    Bflt  tlm 


Heirs  would  bp  foupd  to  be  a  wqre  insi|late4 
Robertson,  wsupported  by  any  other  tiutfewity,  «r  by  wy 
adjudged  case.  In  Page'$  <:^e/  it  iRfts  "re- 
solved, that  in  ike  case  of  an  ali^f^^  &,o.  "  the 
inheritance,  or  freehold  of  the  land,  is  xkfiX  yeitQ^ 
in  the  king  till  office  found  under  the  gre^tt  9eal ; 
for  that  is  an  office  of  intitling."  The  grwtq  of 
the  king  are  not  void,  unless  the  delect  for  which 
they  are  nought  to  be  avoided  appeK  on  ^Q 
face  of  the  grant.  So,  here,  the.  ft^t  of  aUenr 
age  not  appearing  in  the  grant  to  B.»  i9.8wffi<%eAt 
to  sihow  that  it  wad  pot  void,  tf  lit  were  qoa- 
tended  th^t  an  alien  coinld  not  ta^^,  because  he 
could  not  holdy  the  answer  would  be»  that  he 
shall  taJ^^  and  holdy  until  it  shall  appeax»  in  the 
manner  the  law  requires^  that  he  cannot  hold* 
The  sub^equenJt  naturalization  of  R.  8.  Branta^ 
had  a  retrospectiye  effect,  and  cpufirined  and 
rendered  v^Ud  hi^  title,  which  was  before  Bulqect 
to  be  defeated  by  an  inqnest  oi  offioe.^  So, 
I  also,  the  act  of  ^96  would  have  had  the  effect 

of  confirming  his  title,  even  if  he  had  oef er 
been  naturalized.  But  his  naturalization,  in  Mar 
ryland  was  sufficient  to  give  him  all  the  privi- 
leges of  a  citizen  in  Kentucky,  and,  among 
others^  that  of  holding  lands,  under  the  articles 
of  confederation  before  the  establishment  of  the 
present  constitution.    And,  even  supposing  his 

a  5  Co.  Rep.  52. 

,  b  2BI  CoffML  250.     1  Johnf.  Cos,  399- 

f 
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titte  di  ati  alien  to  be  defbctive  at  common  law,     1826. 
that  defect  was  completely  cured  by  the  statute  q^^^^^^ 
of  Vlrgittia  of  177£l,  c.  13.  s.  3.  which  provides,      Heirs 
that  *^  AH  pbrdons,  as  well  foreigners  as  otherij  Robertson. 
iShall  hate  a  right  to  assign  or  transfer  warrants, 
of  c^ltificates  of  survey  for  lands ;  and  any  fo- 
tHgner  purchasing  lands,  may  locate  and  have 
the  irame  surveyed,  and  after  returning  the  cer- 
tifieklte  of  survey  to  the  land  office,  shall  be  allow- 
ed tte  term  of  eighteen  months,  either  tb  become 
A  eUisseti,  or  to  transfer  his  right  in  such  certifi- 
cate of  survey  to  some  citizen  of  this,  or  any 
dthe^  of  th^  United  States  of  America." 

2.  As  to  the  defendant's  claim  under  a  junior 
grant,  it  must  be  regarded  as  entirely  void,  since 
th^  State  of  Virginia  had  already  parted  with  all 
its  title  to  Brantz,  who  (it  had  already  been 
lihbWh)  was  capable  of  taking  and  holding  un- 
til office  founa.  The  grant  to  Rose  was,  there- 
fore, absolutely  void ;  the  State  having  no  title  to 
the  thing  gi^anted.'*  If,  then,  the  junior  grant 
wis  void^  it  could  not  be  contended,  that  if  any 
title  was  again  cast  upon  the  Commonwealth  by 
the  dblDith  of  R.  S.  Brantz,  without  heirs  ca- 
pable of  inheriting,  it  enured  to  the  benefit  of 
the  defendant,  and  operated  as  a  retroactive  con- 
firmation of  his  title.  His  patent  only  autho- 
rised hinSi  to'  survey  waste  and  unappropriated 
lands ;  he  undertook  to  find  lands  of  that  de- 


a  Polk's  Lessee  V.  Wendell/ 5  fFheat  Rep,  303.  Alton  Wood's 
c«sc,  1  Co.  Rep.  50.  Pycf,  77.  Green  v.  Watkins,  7  Wheat. 
Rpp.27. 
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1826.     scription  ;  and  it  is  not  for  him  to  say  that  he  mis- 
^|^J^JJ[^  informed  the  government,  and  having  surveyed 
Heirs      not  vacant,  but  lands  already  appropriated,  had 
Robertson,  thereby  entitled  himself  to  be  considered  a  pur- 
chaser without  notice.'    There  is  a  differencCi 
in  this  respect,  between  grants  by  the  government, 
and  mere  private  conveyances.^    The  grantee 
having  failed  to  comply  with  the  condition  of  the 
grant,  the  State  could  not  be  bound  by  it,  or 
estopped  by  it  from  again  asserting  dominion 
over  the  lands,  and  re-granting  them  to  another. 
The  grantee  takes  an  immediate  title,  or  none  at 
all.''    Even   a  grant    made  expressly  to  com- 
mence in  fviuro  would  be  void.'' 

Mr.  Bibhy  for  the  defendant,  argued,  (1.)  That 
R.  S.  Brantz,  being  an  alien  when  the  original 
grant  from  the  State  issued  to  him,  took  nothing 
thereby,  but  the  title  remained  in  the  government. 
He  admitted  the  general  rule,  that  an  aUen  may 
take  by  purchase,  and  hold  until  office  found ; 
but  he  insisted  that  the  principle  applied  only 
to  a  private  grant  or  devise  by  a  citizen.  At 
common  law,  a  grant  from  the  sovereign  to  an 
alien  passes  no  title.'  The  grant  of  lands  to  an 
alien  by  the  king,  operates  nothing  ;  it  shall  not 

a  5  Cranch^s  Rep.  253. 

b  Lcgat's  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  lis.  Altoo  Wood's  case,  1  Co. 
Rep.  51. 

c  Noy^9  Max.  10.  4  Co.'Rep.  6L  Plowd.  482.  10  Co.  Ap. 
62. 

d  Berwick's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  94. 

e  Vin.  Abr,  tit.  Prerogative,  (Q.  6.  2.) 
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make  him  a  denizen, .  so  that  he  may  take/    A     1826. 
grant  from  a  private  citizen  to  an  alien  takes  ^^^^JJJ^JJJ^ 
effect  by  act  of  the  parties ;  a  grant  from  the     Hein 

mm 

government  takes  effect  by  act  of  law.  An  alien  Robertaon. 
may  take  by  purchase  from  an  individual,  because 
it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  government  that  he 
should  be  allowed  to  take,- in  order  that  the  title 
may  pass  to  the  government  by  escheat.  But  if 
the  same  effect  were  allowed  to  a  grant  from 
the  government  to  an  alien,  it  would  be  for  the 
mere  vain  purpose  of  devesting  the  title  of  the 
government,  and  vesting  it  in  a  party  incapable 
of  holding  it,  in  order  to  revest  the  very  same 
title,  by  means  of  an  inquest  of  office.  Such  a 
proceeding  would  be  contrary  to  all  the  analogies 
of  the  law.  An  alien  cannot  take  by  act  of  law. 
Aa  alien  cannot,  therefore,  take  as  heir,  or  te- 
nant in  dower,  or  by  the  curtesy.*  -The  reason 
why  an  alien  cannot  take  in  this  manner  is,  be- 
cause the  law  does  nothing  in  vain ;  and  it  will 
not,  therefore,  confer  by  grant  an  estate  on  the 
alien  which  he  cannot  hold,  for  the  nugatory  pur- 
pose of  taking  it  back  again  by  an  inquest  of 
office.  This  is  the  reason  assigned  by  Lord 
Chief  Baron  Hale,  and  by  Mr.  Chancellor  Kent."" 
The  incapacity  of  aliens  to  take,  is  founded  on 

n  2  Bl  Comm.  S5l.  Tucker^s  ed.  344. 

b  Calvin's  case,  7  Co,  Rep,  25,  Co,  Idti.  2  b.  3.  a.  31.  a. 
PknDd.  229.  2  Bl.  Comm.  252.  Tucker^s  ed.  249.  Hunter  v. 
Fairfax,  7  CrancVs  Rep.  619*  Orr  v.  Hodgson,  4  Wheat.  Rep. 
460. 

c  Collingwood  v.  Pace,  1  Ventr.  Rep,  417-  Mooers  v.  White, 
6  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  365. 
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1826.    f  easontt  6f  national  or  civil  polity,  rather  than  <m 

^^^^i;^^  principles  strictly  feudal.* 

iieib         The  principles  and  policy  of  the  common  law 

RobntwB.  in  this  respect,  hate  not  been  changed  by  the 
local  laws  of  Virginia-  The  act  of  1779,  c.  IS. 
under  which  the  grant  to  Brantz  purports  to 
have  been  issued,  manifests  clearly  the  legisla- 
tive intention  not  to  permit  aliens  to  take  by 
grant,  since  it  provides  that  they  may  purchase 
warrants,  assign  them,  have  them  located  and 
surveyed,  return  the  plats  and  certificates  to  the 
Register's  office,  and  then  shall  be  allowed  the 
term  of  eighteen  months  either  to  'become  citi- 
zens, ^'  or  to  transfer  such  plat,  and  certificate 
of  survey,  td  some  citizen  of  this,  or  any  other 
of  the  United  States  of  America."  Eapressio 
unius  est  exclusio  alterius :  and  this  enumeration 
of  privileges  to  aliens,  all  of  which  are  in  dero- 
gation of  the  common  law,  excludes  that  of  ob- 
taining a  grant  to  himself  whilst  he  continues  an 
alien.  Brantz,  then,  having  procured  this  grant 
to  himself  whilst  an  alien,  contrary  both  to  the 
common  and  statute  law,  as  well  as  the  rules  of 
the  land  office,  the  act  of  the  Register,  and  of 
the  Governor,  in  so  issuing  the  letters  patent, 
was  dnauthorized,  and,  as  such,  was  absolutely 
void.*  All  the  requisites  to  a  valid  grant  were 
'  wanting  in  this  case.''     The  public  officers  were 

d  1  B/.  Comm.  S92.    2  Bl  Comm.  258.    2  Bt.  Comm.  278. 

b  Ring  ▼.  Clarke,  Freeman^t  Rep.  172.  2  Bl  Comm.  952. 
Earl  of  Devonshire's  case,  11  Co.  Rep.  90.  Colt  v.  Glover, 
1  HoU.  Rjsp.  451. 

c  8hep.  Touchst.  229. 
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restrained  and  disabled  from  granting  to   an    1826* 
alien  ;  he  was  incapable  of  receiving   it ;    the  qJJ^J^^k^ 
grant  was  not  made  in  the  order  and  manner  re*     Hem 
quired  by  law.     The  title  of  the  public  demesne  BobwtioQ. 
lands  in  England  is  vested  in  the  crown ;  the 
k:ing  has,  by  the  constitution,  the  sole  power  of 
granting  them.    But  the  king  cannot,  by  hia 
grant  to  an  alien,  render  him  capable  of  taking. 
In  Virginia  the  title  was  in  the  people,  or  Com-: 
mpnwealth ;  not  in  the  Governor,  Register,  or 
other  public  officer.     They  could  only  graot  the 
land  in  pursuance  of  the  express  provisions  of 
law. 

2.  That,  under  the  compact  of  1789^  the  legia- 
lative  acts  of  Kentncky  of  1796  and  1799,  under 
which  the  plaintiff  claims,  cannot  overreach  the 
prior  gjrant  from  Virginia  to  Rose.  Supposing 
that  Rose's  was  not  tke  prior  legal  title,  in  con- 
sequence  of  the  alienage  of  Brantz  when  he  ob^- 
tained  his  grant,  yet  Rose,  under  his  warrant, 
Sfurvey,  and  grant,  had  a  vested  interest  in  the 
land  by  the  laws  of  Virginia,  originating  before 
the  grant  to  Brantz.  The  compact  provides, 
(art.  S.  8.  7.)  ''  that  all  private  rights  and  inte- 
rests of  land,  within  the  said  district,  derived 
from  the  laws  of  Virgwia,  prior  to  such  opera- 
tion, shall  remain  valid  and  secure  under  the 
laws  of  the  proposed  State,  and  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  laws  now  existing  in  this  State.'' 
Art.  5.  s.  9.  provides,  "  That  no  grant  of  land, 
or  land  warrant,  to  be  issued  by  the  proposed 
State,  shall  interfere  with  any  warrant  hereto- 
fore issued  from   the  land  office  of  Virginia, 
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1826.    which  shall  bo  located  on  land  within  the  said 
^j^^^^*^  District,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  Septem- 

Qoferneurf  '  i 

Heirs  ber,  179K"  So  that  the  stipulations  of  the  cem- 
RobertMo.  P^^^  ^^  1789,  secure  all  vested  as  well  as  contin- 
gent claims  and  titles  to  land,  and  provide  for 
their  determination  by  the  then  existing  laws  of 
Virginia.  By  the  laws  of  that  •  State  then  in 
force,  the  title  of  Brantz  (supposing  him  to  have 
had  any)  was  cast  upon  the  Commonwealth,  by 
his  death  without  heirs  capable  of  taking  by 
descent/  The  interest  of  Rose  under  his  pa- 
tent became  valid  and  secure  by  the  third  article 
of  the  compact,  and,  under  the  fifth  article,  it 
could  not  be  interfered  with  by  any  grant  from 
the  Slate  of  Kentucky.*  Every  political  society 
or  government  is  bound  by  the  ties  of  justice  and 
morality,  and  to  the  observance  of  good  faith  in 
its  contracts  with  individuals.  The  grant  of 
1785  to  Rose,  was  a  contract  between  the  State 
of  Virginia  and  the  grantee.''  If  a  private  indi- 
vidual sells  land  without  title,  and  subsequently 
acquires  a  title,  it  enures  to  the  benefit  of  his 
grantee.''  A  vendor,  purchasing  in  an  outstand- 
ing title,  cannot  use  it  against  his  vendee.  The 
same  rules  which  are  just  and  equitable  as  be- 
tween individuals,  are  binding  on  governments. 

a  Hunter  v.  Fairfax,  7  CranchU  Rep,  60S.  Orr  v.  Hodgson, 
4  Wheat.  Rep.  460.    Mooers  ▼.  White,  6  Johne.  Ch.  Rep.  365. 

6  Green  v.  Biddle,  8  Wheat.  Rep.  1.  l  Marsh.  Kentuek. 
Rep.  199.  3  Marsh.  Rep.  219*  1  Monr.  Kentuek.  Rep.  60. 
1  Littel.  Rep.  364. 

c  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch's  Rep.  B7. 

d  Barr  v.  Grats,  4  Wheat.  Rep.  222. 
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The  legal  maxim,  that  the  king,  or  the  common-  1826. 
wealth,  can  do  no  wrong,  implies  the  highest  de-  ^^^^J^]^, 
gree  of  moral  excellence  in  the  collective  body  Heirs 
of  society,  and  those  who  represent  it.  JBvery  Hobenson. 
prerogative  being  created  for  the  benefit  of  the 
citizen,  none  of  the  powers  of  the  government 
can  be  exerted  to  his  prejudice/  Hence  the 
maxims,  that  the  prerogative  of  the  king  is  no 
warrant  to  do  wrong ;  the  king  is  estoppedy  and 
by  his  prerogative  can  do  no  wrong/  Virginia, 
therefore,  could  not  violate  the  obligation  of  her 
contract  with  Rose,  by  using  the  interest  of 
Brantz  when  it  lapsed  in  1797,  by  his  death, 
without  heirs  capable  of  inheriting.  A  legisla- 
tive act  of  Virginia,  (had  she  retained  her  sove- 
reignty over  the  territory  of  Kentucky,)  passed 
in  1799,  to  grant  the  land  to  Governeur,  without 
regard  to  the  vested  interest  of  Rose,  and  those 
claiming  under  his  grant,  would  have  been  a  law 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  within  the 
prohibition  in  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States.  Such  a  law,  made  by  Kentucky,  i^ 
equally  prohibited  by  her  treaty  with  Virginia. 
But  the  acts  of  1796  and  1799,  (which,  being  in 
pari  materia^  are  to  be  construed  together,)  do 
not  constitute  such  a  law.  The  former  act  con- 
firms the  title  of  Brantz,  with  tlje  proviso,  ^^  that 
nothing  in  the  said  act  should  afiect  the  right  or 
title  of  any  other  person  or  persons."    The  sub- 

a  Magdalen  College  case,  1 1  Co.  Rep.  72. 
b  Phwd.  Rep.  246--248,  249- 

Vol.  XL  44 


346  CASES  IN  TH£  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.    sequent  att  tran^fehi  the  estate  to  GoreMeur,  a 
Q^^^^^^  BrAntz  held  it,  subject,  ttt  the  proviso.    It  was 
Heirs     not  uecessary,  in  the  act  of  1799|  to  repe&t  the 
ftobertion.  proviso  in  that  of  1796.    It  was  suflSciettt  to  do 
what  the  act  does,  transfer  the  estate,  after  the 
death  of  Brantz,  to  Govemeur,  ^*  as  if  the  said 
Brantz  had  done  (it)  in  his  Kfetime.'^    This  con- 
struction makes  the  acts  consistent  with  good 
faith,  with  the  compact  with  Yirginia,  and  with 
the  eternal  principles  of  justi'ce. 

But,  it  had  been  argued,  that  the  king's  grants 
are  not  void,  unless  the  fact  of  alienage  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  grant  itself.  It  had,  at  the 
same  time,  been  asserted,  that  Rose's  grant  wait 
absolutely  void,  although  the  fact  of  the  patent 
previously  issued  for  the  same  land,  does  not  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  his  grant,  but  is  to  be  proved 
by  other  evidence.  But,  when  the  authorities 
speak  of  a  grant  as  void,  all  that  is  meant  is, 
that  it  shall  be  held  inoperative,  and  of  no  legal 
effect,  whenever  the  facts  which  invalidate  it  sfaail 
appear.  Whenever,  by  the  pleadings  between 
other  parties,  the  facts  sfiow  the  king's  tille, 
judgment  shall  be  given  for  him,  although  he  is 
not  a  party/  A  great  variety  of  cases  might  be 
mentioned,  where  a  resort  to  evidence  ih  pau 
would  be  necessary  to  determine  the  validity  of 
the  grant.  That  the  grant  to  Rose  was  not  void, 
in  the  sense  supposed,  but  that  it  was  evidence 
of  a  contract  between  Virginia  and  the  grantee  ; 

a  Plowd.  Rep.  243. 
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that  it  passed  a  vested  interest  capable  of  being    1826. 
trapsmitted  from  one  to  another  by  deed  or  will ;  ^^y^J^^^ 
that  sMch  interests  of  the  junior  patentee  are      Heirs 
treated  as  legal,  and  not  mere  equitable  interests,  Robertson. 
and  still  less  as  non-entities,  a  number  of  cases 
from  the  local  decisions  were  cited/ 

As  to  the  case  of  Elmendorf  v.  Carmickad^ 
which  had  been  cited  as  determining  the  ques- 
tions in  this  cause,  it  could  have  no  weight  as  au- 
thority in  this  Court,  because  it  did  not  decide 
the  point  as  to  the  construction  of  the  compact 
of  1789 ;  a  subject  peculiarly  of  federal  jurisdic- 
tion, which  was  involved  in  several  other  cases, 
all  of  which  would  be  brought  before  this  Court 
for  revision.  The  opinions,  therefore,  of  the 
State  Judges,  in  that  case,  could  be  entitled  to 
no  more  respect  than  the  judgments  of  any  tri- 
bunal;^  State  or  national,  which  this  Court  might 
be  called  on  to  revise  on  error. 

The  case  of  Craig  v.  Radford'  had  been 
cited  as  determining  the  question,  that  an  alien 
can  take  by  direct  grant  from  the  government. 
Bq(,  it  would  be  found,  upon  examination,  that 
Sutherland,  under  whom  the  respondent  claimed 
in  that  case,  was  entitled  to  a  bounty  in  land 
under  the  proclamation  of  1783,  for  military  ser- 
vices during  the  preceding  war,  and  that  he  ob- 
tained his  warrant  and  survey  in  1774,  at  which 
time  he  was  not  an  alien.    He  did  not  obtain  a 

• 

a  1  Mar  A.  KeniucL  Rep.  525.    3  BibVi  Rep.  535.  4  BihVs 
Rep.  m.    1  Monr.  Rep.  48. 189. 138. 
6  3  IdtieL  Rep.  473. 
c  3  Wheat.  Rep.  594. 
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1826.     patent  until  1788,  and  it  is  not,  therefore,  of  this 
^^^^^'^^  that  the  Court  speak,  when  they  say  that  he  took 

Croverneur's  r  '  j        j 

Heirs  the  estate  "during  the  war,"  and  was  not  devest* 
Robertson.  ^^  ^Y  ^^Y  ^^t  of  Virginia  before  the  treaty  of 
1794,  by  which  his  title  was  confirmed.  But  the 
Court  meant  to  refer  to  the  act  of  Virginia  of 
1779,  (passed  during  the  war,)  ty  which  the  le- 
gislature declared,  that  the  surveys  under  the 
proclamation  of  1763  were  valid.  All  the  other 
cases  cited  to  show  that  an  alien  can  take  by 
grant,  and  hold,  until  office  found,  are  cases  of 
grants,  or  devises,  from  private  individuals  to  an 
alien.  The  distinction  between  such  convey- 
ances and  grants  from  the  crown,  is  to  be  found 
in  all  the  authorities,  from  the  year  books  down 
to  the  latest  elementary  writers. 

March  i3<7t.  Mr.  Justice  Johnson  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 

This  cause  comes  up  from  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Kentucky,  upon  a  difference  of  opinion  cer- 
tified from  that  Court. 

The  case  was  this :  RobertusS.  Brantz,  through 
whom  the  plaintiffs  make  title,  obtained,  on  the 
11th  of  October,  1784,  two  grants  from  the 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia,  comprising,  toge- 
ther, ten  thousand  acres  of  land  lying  in  Ken- 
tucky. 

One  Duncan  Rose,  through  whom  the  defend- 
ants make  title,  obtained  a  similar  grants  of  the 
date  of  December  2d,  1785,  covering  a  part  of 
the  same  land. 

Robertus  Brantz,  at  the  date  of  his  patent, 
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was  an  alien,  but  became  *  naturalized  in  Mary-    1S26. 
land  on  the  8th  of  November,  1784,  less  than  ^]^J!^J^J^ 
one  month  after  the  date  of  his  patent,  and  near     Hein 
a  year  before  that  of  the  defendant  was  obtained.  BobeitsoD. 

Some  doubts  appear  to  have  been  raised  on 
the  validity  of  Brantz's  patent .  at  an  early  pe- 
riod, and,  in  the  year  1796,  the  legislature  of 
Kentucky  passed  an  act,  reciting  that  B.  was  an 
alien  when  the  patent  issued,  and  affirming  his 
estate  as  against  the  rights  of  the  Common- 
wealth, leaving  it  to  operate  as  to  all  other  per- 
sons as  if  that  act  had  not  passed. 

B.  died  in  1797,  leaving  a  son,  J.  B.,  an  alien, 
incapable  of  inheriting,  and  owing  debts  to  a 
considerable  amount  to  the  Governeurs.  The 
son,  unaware  of  his  disability,  executed  a  letter 
of  attorney,  under  which  the  land  was  sold,  and 
the  purchasers,  the  Governeurs,  subsequently 
discovering  this  defect,  obtained  another  act  from 
that  State  affirming  their  estate. 

And  this  makes  out  the  plaintiffs^  title. 

The  defendant's  title  is  regularly  deduced 
through  the  patent  to  Duncan  Rose. 

The  record  presents,  first,  a  general  instruc- 
tion prayed  for  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  on  their 
right  to  recover.  And  of  this  there  can  be  no 
question  independently  of  the  points  made  in  the 
instructions  moved  for  by  the  defendant,  having 
regard  to  the  effects,  1st.  of  his  alien  character ; 
3d.  that  of  his  son ;  and,  3d.  of  the  compact 
between  Virginia  and  Kentucky  on  the  rights  of 
the  parties. 
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1990*        Tliefe  will  be  considered  in  their  own  lan« 
JJJJJJJJ^  ff»g^  and  in  their  order.    The  &st  is, 

U^        '<  That  if  the  jury  find  that  R.  &.  B.  was  an 
KpI^^I^,  alien  at  the  time  when  the  patents  given  in  evi- 
4ence  were  procured  by  him,  nothing  passed  to 
huai  by  the  said  patent,  but  that  it  was  void." 

Although  this,  as  well  as  the  subsequent 
prayers  of  the  defendant,  purport  to  present  dis- 
tinct propositions,  it  will  be  unavoidable  that  they 
should  be  considered  in  connexion  with  each 
other,  and  with  reference  to  the  general  prayer 
of  the  plaintiff  for  a  charge  in  his  favour.  The 
defendant's  object  in  propounding  them,  is  to  re- 
pel the  prayer  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  obtain  a 
charge  that  the  jury  should  find  in  his  favour. 
They  are  introduced,  in  fact,  as  grounds  upon 
which  the  prayer  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  re- 
jected. 

And,  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  the  proposi- 
tion stated  draws  after  it  the  consideration  of 
another,  to  wit :  Whether,  although  the  patent 
to  Brantz  should  be  pronounced  void,  in  ccmsi- 
deration*  of  his  incapacity  to  take  at  the  time  of 
its  emanation,  his  subsequent  naturalization  did 
not  relate  back  so  as  to  obviate  every  conse- 
quence of  this  alien  disability. 

On  this  subject  of  relation,  the  authorities  are 
so  ancient,  so  uniform  and  universal,  that  nothing 
can  raise  a  doubt  that  it  has  a  material  bearing 
on  this  cause,  but  the  question  whether  naturali- 
zation in  Maryland  was  equivalent  to  naturaliza- 
tion in  Kentucky.  To  this  the  articles  of  Con- 
federation furnish  an  affirmative  answer,  and  the 
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defendant  has  not  miade  it  a  cfoeBtion.    Nor,  in*    1628^ 
deed,  has  he  made  a  question  on  the  subject  of  qJ^^^^JX 
relation  back  ;  yet  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  he     HbIis 
could  .claim  the  benefit  of  an  affirmative  answer  RDbMtKm. 
on  the  question  he  has  raised,  without  first  ex- 
tricating his  cause  from  the  effects  of  the  subse- 
quent naturalization,  upon  the  rights  derived  to 
Brantz  through  his  patent. 

The  question  argued>  and  intended  to  be  ex- ^m "hw^S** 
elttsively  presented  here,  is,  whether  a  patent  for  *•  ,JJJ{j{j' 
land  to  an  alien,  be  not  an  absolute  nullity:  void. 

The  argument  is,  that  it  was  so  at  commmi 
law,  and  that  the  Virginia  land  taws,  m  some  of 
their  provisions,  affirm  the  common  taw  on  this 
subject. 

We  think,  the  doctrine  of  the  defendiant  Is  not 
to  be  sustained  on  either  ground. 

It  is  true.  Sir  William  Blackstone  has  express-  of^^T^C 
ed  himself  on  this  subject  with  less  than  his  f °5^'"|!f.  .  ^" 

•f  ^  thit  subject. 

usual  precision  and  circumspection ;  bot,  whe- 
ther the  context  be  considered,  or  his  authoritaes 
examined,  we  shall  find  that  this  doctrine  cannot 
be  maintained.  The  passage  relied  on  ii^  found 
in  his  second  volume,  (p.  347, 348.  of  Chr%$tkm^) 
in  these  words,  ^<  If  the  king  grants  lands  to  an 
alien,  it  operates  nothing."  But  it  would  be 
doing  injustice  ta  the  writer  not  to  weigh  his 
meaning  by  the  words  preceding  and  following 
this  sentence.  His  language  is  this,  '^  But  the 
king's  grant  shall  not  enure  to  any  other  intent 
than  that  which  is  precisely  expressed  in  the 
graijt.  As,  if  he  grants  limds  to  an  alien,  it  ope- 
rates nothing;  for  such  grant  shall  not  also 
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1826.    enure  to  make  him  a  denizen,  that  so  he  may  be 
^JJ^J^^  capable  of  taking  by  grant/'    And  the  authority 
Heirs     referred  to  is   Brooke* s  Abr.  Patent,  62.   and 
Robertwo.  ^^^'^  Lawj  110.     (It  ought  to  be  111.) 

If  we  could  admit  that  this  learned  writer 
could  have  committed  so  egregious  a  blunder  as 
to  suppose  that  an  alien  must  be  made  denizen 
before  he  could  take  by  grant,  as  a  general  pro- 
position, he  might  stand  charged  with  having 
greatly  transcended  his  authorities.  But  when 
it  is  considered,  that  the  effect  of  an  alien's  being 
made  denizen,  is  not  to  enable  him  to  take 
laad3,  but  to  enable  him  to  hold  them  against 
the^  king,  we  at  once  see,  that  his  language 
is  to  be  limited  to  the  proposition  laid  down 
in  the  previous  sentence,  to  wit :  that  the 
king's  grants  shall  not  enure  to  the  double  intent, 
when  made  to  an  alien,  of  vesting  in  him  the 
thing  granted,  and  then,  by  implication,  consti- 
tuting him  a  denizen,  so  as  to  enable  him  to 
hold  an  indefeasible  estate. 

thMSSis^of  the  '^  *^®  ^^^  referred  to  as  abridged  by  Brooke^ 
common  law.  the  latter  proposition  alone  is  laid  down ;  and 
the  case  in  the  Year  Books,  which  the  author 
cites,  affirms  nothing  more.  This  was  Bagof$ 
case,  (IJSdw.  IV.  p.  29.)  which  appears  to  have 
occasioned  a  vast  deal  of  discussion  for  several 
terms  in  the  British  Courts,  and  in  which  Bagot, 
and  another  grantee  of  an  office  by  the  crown, 
brought  assize,  and  the  defendant  pleaded,  as  to 
Bagot,  alien  nee.  In  that  cause  there  was  no 
office  found,  and  the  question  on  this  part  of  the 
case  distinctly  was,  whether  the  grant  did  not 
both  vest  the  right  to  the  office,  and  create  a  ca- 
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pacity  to  maijitain  assize  to  recover  it.     &o,  in  a    1826. 
case  in  4  Leon.  82.  the  same  question  was  raised,  Oowneu^ 
where  there  had  been  an  inquest  of  office ;  and     Heirs 
in  both,  the   decision  distinctly  was,  that  the  Robertson, 
king's  grant  did  not  enure  to  an  intent  not  ex- 
pressed  distinctly  as  its   object ;   or,   in  ot^er 
words,  to  a  double  intent,  one  direct,  the  other 
incidental.     In  the  latter  case,  the  alien's  right 
had  been  affirmed  by  a  patent  from  the  queen,     ^ 
and  the  point  al'gued  was,  that  the  right  of  the 
party  was  protected  by  the  act  of  the  queen 
against  the  effect  of  the  office  found.     But,  in 
both  these  cases,  the  decision  was  no  more  than 
this,  that  the  act  of  the  crown  did  not  inciden- 
tally make  the  party  a  denizen ;  and  while  an 
alien,  he  could  not  be  enabled,  by  any  act  of  the 
crown,  to  exercise  rights  which  appertained  only 
to  denizens,  or  to  persons  naturalized,  or  natural 
born  subjects. 

'  The  other  authority  to  which  Blackgtane  re- 
fers, to  wit,  Finchj  imports  no  more  than  that 
an  alien  shall  not  maintain  an  action  real  or 
mixed,  but  has  no  direct  bearing  upon  the  doc- 
trine for  which  it  seems  to  have  been  cited  by 
the  author. 

The  words,  in  the  passage  in  Blaekstone^  more  - 
immediately  relied  on  by  the  defendant,  to  wit, 
'^  If  he  grants  to  an  alien,  it  operates  nothing," 
are  obyiously  taken  from  another  passage  in 
Brooke^s  Abr.  Patent^  44.  which  article  gives 
those  words  as  a  dictum  of  Keble,  one  of  the 
Judges.     And  by  referring  to  the  authority  in 

Voii.XI.  45 
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1826.     the   Year  Book,  on  which  the  author  relies,  to 
.V^^"^^^  wit,  2  Hen.  VIL  VS.  the  dictum  is  thef e  found  at- 
Heirs     tributed  to   Keble.     But,   in   that   case,  as  m 
Robeirtsoo.  BogoVs  cose^  there  is  nothing  more  argued  than 
that  the  king^s  grant  shall  not  enure  to  the  double 
purpose.    And  the  observation  of  Keble  is  only 
made  by  way  of  illustration,  accompanied  by  se- 
veral others  of  a  similar  character,  such  as  that 
^      a  grant  of  land  to  a  felon  shall  not  operate  as  a 
pardon  ;  or  a  grant  to  a  company  not  corporate, 
carry  with  it  a  grant  of  incorporation. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  this  doctrine  has  no 
sufficient  sanction  in  authority ;  and  it  will  be 
found  equally  unsupported  by  principle  or  ana- 
logy. 

The  general  rule  is  positively  against  it,-for 
the  books,  old  and  new,  uniformly  represent  the 
king  as  a  competent  grantor  in  all  cases  in  which 
an  individual  may  grant,  and  any  person  in 
essej  and  not  civiliter  mortuus,  as  a  competent 
grantee.  Femes  covert,  infants,  aliens,  persons 
attainted  of  treason  or  felony,  clerks,  convicts, 
and  many  others,  are  expressly  enumerated  as 
competent  grantees.  (Perkinsj  Grants  47,  48. 
51'.  &c.  Comyns  Dig.  Ghrant^  B.  1.)  It  be- 
hooves those,  therefore,  who  would  except  aliens, 
when  the  immediate  object  of  the  king's  grant, 
to  maintain  the  exception. 

It  is  argued,  that  there  is  an  analogy  between 
this  case  and  that  of  the  heir,  or  the  widow,  or 
the  husband,  alien  ;  no  one  of  whom  can  take, 
but  the  king  shall  enter  upon  them  without  office 
found.  Whereas,  an  alien  may  take  by  purchase 
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and  hold  until   devested  by  office  found.    It  is     1826. 
argued;  that  the  reason  usually  assigned  for  this  ^^^^^^j^^ 
distinction,  to  wit,  ^^  NU  frustraagit  lez^^^  may,      Hein 
with  the  same  correctness,  be  applied  to  the  Robertson, 
case  of  a  grant  by  the  king  to  an  alien,  as  to  one 
taking  by  descent,  dower,  or  curtesy  :  That  the 
alien  only  takes  from  the  king  to  return  the  sub- 
ject of  *the  grant  back  again  to  the  king  by  es- 
cheat.     But,  this  reasoning  obviously  assumes 
as  law  the  very  principle  it  is  introduced  to  sup- 
port ;  since^  unless  the  grant  be  void,  it  cannot 
be  predicated  of  it  that  it  was  executed  in  vain. 
It  is  also  inconsistent  with  a  known  and  familiar 
principle  in  law,  and  one  lying  at  the  very  root 
of  the  distinction  between  taking  by  purchase 
and  taking  by  descent.     It  implies^  in  fact,  a  re- 
pugnancy in  language.     Since  the  vqry  reason  of 
the  distinction  between   aliens  taking  by  pur- 
chase, and  by  descent,  is,  that  one  takes  by 
deed,  the  other  by  act  of  law  ;  whereas  a  grantee 
ex  vi  termini^  takes  by  deed,  and  not  by  act  of 
law.      If  there   is  any  view  of  the   subject   in 
which  an  alien,  taking  under  grant,  may  be  con- 
cridered  as  taking  by  operation  of  law,  it  is  be- 
cause the   grant  issues,  and  takes  effect,  un- 
der a  law  of  the  State.     But  this  is  by  no  means 
the  sense  of  the  rule,  since  attaching  to  it  this 
idea  would  be  to  declare  the  legislative  power  of 
the  State  incompetent  to  vest  in  an  alien  even  a 
defeasible  estate. 

That  an  alien  can  take  by  deed,  and  can  hold 
until  office  found,  must  now  be  regarded  as  a 
positive  rule  of  law,  so  well  established,  that  the 
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1826«    reason  of  the  rule  is  little  more  than  a  subject  for 

'  ^^^'^'^^  the  antiquary.    It  no  doubt  owes  its  present  au- 

fleirs     tbority,  if  not  its  origin,  to  a  regiGLrd  to  toe  peace 

Boi^taoii.  ^^  societyi  and  a  desire  to  protect  the  iBdividual 

from  arbitrary  aggression.    Hence  it  is  Usually 

well      eSttt' 

biisht^d    rule  siiid,  that  it  has  regard  to  the  solemnity  of  the 

that    an  alien  /•        .    .  i  .    i  i  i         i  j 

vniay  tkke  by  livery  of  soism,  which  ought  not  to  be  devested 

purchase,  and       .   _  i-  i  •  1% 

hold,  until  of.  Without    some    corresponding  solemnity.     iSut 

fice  found.         ^«.  *ii  •:!•• 

there  is  on&reaflOn  assigned  by  a  very  judicioos 
compiler,  which,  from  its  good  eense  and  appli- 
cability to  the  nature  of  our  government,  makes 
it  proper  to  introduce  it  here.   I  copy  it  from  JSo- 
con,  not  having^  had  leisure  to  examine  the  autho- 
rity which  he  cites  for  it.    '^  Every  person,"  says 
he,  '^  is  supposed  a  natural  born  subject,  that  is 
resident  in  the  kingdom,  and  that  owes  a  local 
allegiance  to  the  king,  till  the  contrary  be  found 
by  office."     This  reason,  it  will  be  perceived,  ap- 
plies with  double  force  to  the  resident  who  has 
acquired  of  the  sovereign  himself,  whether  by 
purchase  or^by  favour,  a  grant  of  freehold. 
The  laws  of     It  remains  to  examine  the  eflfect  of  the  Virginia 
viour' to  ^thJlaws  upon  grants  made  to  aliens.     Those  laws 
i789r^rkpea- provide  that  aliens  may  purchase  warrants  for 
i>7  granir' to  l^d,  aud  pass  them  through  all  the  stages  neces* 
aliens.  g^^y  ^^  obtain  a  patent,  and  may  exercise  every 

power  over  the  inchoate  interest  thus  acquired, 
in  the  same  manner  with  citizens,  and  after  re- 
turning the  plat  and  survey  to  the  Register's 
office,  shall  be  allowed  eighteen  months  to  be- 
come a  citizen,  or  transfer  their  interests  to  those 
whaare  citizens. 
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These  providions,  it  is  contended,  import  a     1836« 
prohibition  to  issue  «  grant  to  an  alien.  oorwawC 

But  we  think  the  inference  by  no  means  un*      H«iiii 
avoidable ;  and,  in  addition  to  the  general  and;  nofariibif. 
strong  objections  to  raising  an  enactmeht  foj  in- 
ference, consider  it  as  unsupported  either  by  the 
palicy  or  the  provision  of  the  act. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  purchaser  of  a  war- 
rant, under  the  laws  of  Virginia,  acquired  a  be- 
neficial interest  in  the  soil,  that  the  survey  lo- 
cated that  interest  upon  a  particular  portion  of 
soil  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  the  interest  thus  ^ 

acquired  was  devisable,  assignable,  descendible, 
and  wanted,  in  fact,  nothing  but  a  mere  forma- 
lity to  give  it  all  the  attributes  of  a  freehold.  ^ 
Hence  a  doubt  arose,  not  whether  an  alien  could 
acquire  an  interest  under  a  warrant  and  survey, 
but  whether  that  interest,  might  not  be  subject  to 
escheat.  The  object  of  the  law  Was  to  encou- 
rage aliens  to  purchase,  and  to  settle  the  country ; 
and  all  its  provisions  on  this  subject  were  intend- 
ed to  enlarge  his  rights,  not  to  restrict  them. 
Aliens  arriving  in  the  country  could  not  imme- 
diately be  naturalized,  but  they  might  imitie- 
diately  enter  upon  those  arrangements  for  esta- 
blishing themselves  when  naturalized,  which 
were  necessary  to  precede  a  grant.  Hence,  the 
only  true  construction  of  the  Virginia  law  is, 
that  as  to  all  the  interest  acquired  in  land  pre- 
vious to  grant,  it  was  intended  to  enlarge  their 
rights,  and  secure  them  from  escheat ;  while,  as 
to  the  rights  which  they  might  acqtiire  by  pa- 
tent, they  were  to  be  left  under  the  ordinary 


358  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.    alien  dimbilittes,  whatever  those  were,  whieh  the 

fltn^W.  law  imposed. 

Heirt         The  YirgiDia  act,  therefore,  has  no  influence 

RoiwfiBoii.  upon  the  rights  of  the  pieirties  in  this  cause. 

The  act  of     '^^^  object  of  the  next  four  prayers  for  instruc- 

Kentucky    oftiou  iu  behalf  of  the  defendant,  is,  to  maintain 

ing  the  title  of  the  proposition,  that  the  act  of  Kentucky  of  1799, 

which  conlGurmed  the  interest  of  the  purchasers 

under  the  letter  of  attorney  of  the  son  of  Brantz, 

was  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  Duncan  Rose, 

the  subsequent  grantee. 

Whether  the     The  argument  is,  that  on  the  decease  of  the 

junior    patent  ° 

attached  to  the  father,  without  an  heir  that  could  take,  the  land 

land,  upon  the .  i  i       oi  i     i        • 

<i^ea>e      of lu  controvcrsy  reverted  to  the  State,  and  the  ju- 

ouTheirsc^palnior  patent  then  fastened  upon  it  in  the  ordinary 

eo  ta  tog.  mi^Qi^Qf  in  which  it  attaches  to  the  soil  when  a 

prior  grant  is  removed  from  before  it*  That  the 
act  of  1799  was  nothing  more  than  a  junior  grant 
for  the  same  land,  and  a  grant  which  the  State 
was  estopped  from  making  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  prior  patentee,  as  well  upon  general  princi- 
ples, as  under  the  provisions  of  the  compact  be- 
tween the  two  State,s. 

It  is  obvious,  that  in  considering  this  argument, 
the  Court  cannot  place  the  defendant  on  more 
favourable  ground  than  by  substituting  Virginia 
fpr  Kentucky,  and  allowing  him  all  the  rights  that 
he  might  have  set  up  against  the  former  State. 
And  it  is  equally  obvious,  that  to  admit  of  iht 
right  set  up  in  favour  of  the  junior  patent's  at- 
taching as  a  patent  upon  the  escheat,  it  n^ust  be 
affirmed  that  escheated  land  was  liable  to  be  taken 
up  by  patent ;   whereas   the  act  authorizes  pa- 
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tents 'to  issue  upon  waste  and  unappropriated    1826. 
lands  exclusively,  and  not  upon  escheated  pro^  q^^^^!^^^ 
perty.    And  so  it  has  been  settled  by  adjudica*      Ueiti 
tions  both  in  Kentucky  and  Virginia.     (Elmen-  Robartaon. 
dorf  V.  Carmichael,  3  Littd.  Rep.  484.) 

It  is  further  obvious,  that  as  to  the  claim  set 
up  by  the  defendant  on  the  ground  of  moral 
right  and  estoppel,  the  Court  will  concede  much 
more  than  he  has  a  right  to  assume,  if  it  allows 
him  the  benefit  of  his  argument  to  the  whole  ex- 
tent in  which  it  may  be  applied  to  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  individuals.  Assuming,  argu- 
menti  gratia^  that  the  State  could  not  supersede 
the  right  of  the  defendant  derived  under  his  pa- 
tent, in  any  case  in  which  an  individual  would  be 
estopped,  or  might  be  decreed  to  convey :  But 
it  is  only  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  contract, 
that  the  law  acts  upon  individuals  in  either  of  the 
supposed  cases.  Fraud  is  not  imputable  to  a 
government ;  but  if  it  were,  where  is  there  scope 
found  for  the  imputation  of  it  in  the  relation  be- 
tween a  State  and  the  patentee  of  its  vacant 
lands  ?  In  selling  the  warrant,  the  State  enters 
into  contract  no  farther  than  that  the  purchaser, 
shall  have  that  quantity  of  vacant  land  if  he  can 
find  it.  And  when  the  patent  issues,  it  is  to  the 
patentee,  if  to  any  one,  that  the  fraud  is  imputa- 
ble, if  the  land  be  not  vacant.  The  State  never 
intends  to  grant  the  lands  of  another ;  and  where 
the  grantee  is  ignorant  of  the  previous  patent, 
the  maxim,  caveat  emptor^  is  emphatically  appli- 
cable to  this  species  of  contract. 

But  to  what  result  would  this  doctrine  lead 
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1826.  us  ?  A  juDior  grant  is  to  be  vested  with  the  at- 
^^IP^"^  tril>ute  of  banging  over  a  valid  and  indefeaaible 
Heirs  appropriation  of  soil,  waiting  to  vest  upon  the 
RobeHson.  Occurrence  of  the  casualty  of  an  escheat  or  an 
indefinite  failure  of  heirs  ?  This  may  not  hap- 
pen in  a  hundred  years ;  it  may  not  occur  upon 
one  life  as  in  this  case,  but  may  occur  after  the 
lapse  of  one  hundred  lives.  It  is  impossible 
that  such  a  claim  can  be  countenanced.  Neither 
principle  nor  policy  sustains  it.  And,  in  fact, 
the  decision  upon  the  first  ground  is  fatal  to  the 
cause  of  the.  defendant  upon  the  last ;  for,  upon 
no  principle  but  the  assumed  nullity  of  the  pa- 
tent to  Brantz,  could  any  contract  be  imputed  to 
the  State  to  make  good  the  junior  patent,  under 
which  the  defendant  deduces  his  title.  In  that 
case,  the  land  would  still  have  remained  vacant 
land}  and,  as  such,  the  junior  patent  would}  of 
course,'  have  taken  effect  upon  it  as  a  patent,  and 
by  the  immediate  operation  of  the  land  law, 
without  reference  to  the  supposed  incidental 
rights  her^  set  up. 

So  far  this  Court  has  considered  the  cause  as 
one  of  a  new  impression ;  but,  on  examining  the 
adjudications  quoted,  they  are  satisfied,  that  in 
every  point  material  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  case 
has  been  solemnly  adjudicated  in  the  Courts  at 
Kentucky. 

They  will,  therefore,  direct  an  opinion  to  be 
certified  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
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The  terms  ''  beyond  seas,*'  in  the  saving  clause  of  a  statute  of  limi- 
tations, are  to  be  construed  as  equiTalent  to  vjUlund  the  limiis  of 
HU  SUtU  wbero  the  statute  is  enacted. 

QiMBre,  How  far  this  construction  has  been  adopted  by  the  Courts  of 
Tennessee  ? 

Five  years  bona  Jide  possession  of  a  slave  constitutes  a  tide,  by  the 
laws  of  y  irginta,  upon  which  \he  possessor  may  recover  in  detinue ; 
and  this  title  may  be  set  np  by  the  vendee  of  such  possessor  in  the 
Courts  of  Tennessee,  as  a  defence  to  a  suit  brought  by  a  third  party 
in  those  Courts. 


THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  Jones,  for  the  ^^  *8''^- 
plaintiffs  in  error,  and  by  the  Attorney  General 
and  Mr.  WhitCy  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Johnson  delivered  the  opinion  of  J*^*^**^- 
the  Court. 

The  plaintiffs  here,  were  defendants  in  the 
Court  below,  in  an  action  of  detinue  brought  by 
Thomas  Guy,  to  recover  sundry  slaves. 

The  defendants  below  ^  plead  non  detinet^  and 
the  act  of  limitations  of  the  State  of  Tennessee, 
which  bars  the  action  of  detinue  in  three  years. 

The  plaintiff  joins  issue  upon  the  plea  of  non 
detinet,  and  files  a  special  replication  to  the  plea 
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1826.     of  the  Statute,  the  object  of  which  is  to  bring 

^^-^Jj^J^*^^  himself  within  the  saviiig  in  favour  of  absentees. 

V.        The  defendants  demurred   to  this  replication, 

^^^'      but  tlie   detourrer  being  overruled,  the  parties 

went  to  trial  on  the  general  issue,  and  a  verdict 

was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  form  now 

usual  in  the  action  of  detinue. 

To  revise  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  over- 
ruling the  demurrer,  and  its  decisions  upon  va- 
rious points  of  law  raised  in  the  progress  of  the 
trial,  this  writ  of  error  is  brought. 

The  base  was  this.  One  Dickerson,  a  cititen 
of  Virginia,  the  father  of  the  plaintiff  ^s  mother, 
was  owner  of  a  female  slave  named  Amy^  from 
whom  the  slave  claimed  had  descended.  Upon 
the  marriage  of  Thomas  Terry  Guy  with  the 
plaintiff's  mother,  or  soon  after,  and  prior  to  the 
year  1778,  the  slave  Amy  passed  into  the  posses- 
sion of  T.  T.  6.,  but  whether  by  loan,  or|mrol 
gift,  is  a  point  litigated,  and  upon  which'nome  of 
the  principal  questions  in  the  cause  ari^e. 

From  the  year  1778  to  1794,  the  slaveiLre::^ 
mained  in  Virginia,  in  the  possession  of  the 
plaintifTs  father  T.  T.  G.,  when  he  sold  her  and 
her  increase  to  David  Shelby,  who  thereupon  re- 
moved with  the  slaves  to  Tennessee,  where  he 
aiid  they  have  ever  since  resided. 

In  the  year  1788,  Dickerson  made  his  will  and 
died;  and  the  will  was  proved  and^ recorded  in 
July,  1788.  In  this  will  he  says,  '^  I  lend  to  my 
son-in-law  T.  T.  G.,  the  negroes  which  he  now 
has  in  his  possession,  that  I  lent  him  in  the  life- 
time  of  his  wife,  during  his   natural  life,  viz. 
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Cuffee,  Gi|k>^rt,  and  Amy;  upd  at  his  dejsi,t^  I    1826. 
give  the  aforesaid  slay^fi^  wii,h  tbeir  iocrease^  to  ^^^^T^J^ 
i9y  grm^d^ons  Ja^q  and  l^^oi^fis.  Guy,  and  their        v. 
heirs,  for  ever."  "^* 

Thomas  Guy,  here  named,  is  the  plaintilir  in 
this  action;  the  executory  devise  to  him  and 
John,  took  efiVc(  by  the  death  of  their  father  in 
1795.  John  died  unmarried}  underage,  and  in- 
testate, ^fter  hi&i  father,  but  before  the  action 
brought)  aod  neither  of  the  brothers  had  beer^ 
in  the  @tate  of  Tennessee  until  within  three 
years  prior  to  the  institution  of  the  suit,  but  had 
resided  in  the  State  of  Virginia. 

These  are  the  material  facts  in  the  cause.  The  ^  ^^H"^^  '';* 

fecis     111      the 

points  argued  have  been  very  numerous ;  but  if  pleadings. 
the  plaintiff  has  tripped  in  pleading,  by  a  vicious 
ri^plicatioQ,  the  questions  on  the  merits  are  put 
out  of  the  case.     The  points  arising  on  th6  de- 
murrer, therefore,  must  first  be  considered. 

The  replicatioq  demurred  to,  states,  in  sub- 
stance, |J)^  rig))t  of  Dickerson  to  the  negro  Amy, 
and  the  continuance  of  that  right  up  to  his  death ; 
the  bequest  to  the  father  of  the  plaintiff  for  life, 
and  tQ  the  plaintiff  and  John  after  his  death  ;  the 
death  of  the  father,  and  of  John ;  the  qualifying 
of  t^e  executors  on  the  will,  and  their  assent  to 
the  legacy  ;  the  sale  by  the  father  to  Shelby  in 
1794;  Shelby's  removal  with  the  slaves  to  Ten- 
nessee, and  subsequent  residence  there,  and  the 
residence  of  John  up  to  his  death,  and  of  the 
plainM/^,  tp  within  three  years  of  the  bringing  of 
this  suit,  in  the  State  of  Virginia. 


Guy. 
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1826.        The  demurrer  filed  to  this  replication  is  spe- 
^■^Jl^^^^^  cial,  and  assigns  for  cause, 

▼.  1.  That  it  states  the  evidence  of  title,  and 

does  not  allege  a  fact. 

2.  That  it  is  doublCi  in  relying  on  the  facts 
both  of  title  and  of  non-residence. 

But,  claiming  the  right  of  looking  back  to  the 
first  fault,  and  other  benefits  appertaining  to  a 
general  demurrer,  to  which,  no  doubt,  he  is  en* 
titled,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  have  raised  a 
variety  of  other  questions  in  the  cause,  of  more 
interest  than  those  specified. 

Asyfirstf  that  the  counts  in  the  declaration  are 
repugnant,  the  one  being  essentially  a  count  in 
trover,  the  other  in  detinue  ;  and, 

Secondly,  that  the  replication  involveis  a  depar- 
ture, inasmuch  as  the  writ  claims  the  whole  pro- 
perty, and  the  replication  shows  him  to  be  enti- 
tled to  no  more  than  a  moiety. 

That  the  replication  is  more  characterized  by 
prolixity,  than  by  science,  the  Court  will  readily 
admit ;  but  that  it  is  essentially  vicious,  cannot 
be  maintained. 

The  general  object  of  the  plaintiff  is  to  fortify 
his  title  or  demand,  and  this  is  a  legitimate  ob- 
ject. Nor  can  we  perceive,  that  in  doing  this, 
he  has  either  stated  evidence  where  he  ought  to 
allege  facts,  or  tendered  to  the  defendant  a  double 
answer  to  his  plea,  or,  rather,  '<  distinct  matters 
to  one  and  the  same  thing,  whereunto  several 
answers  are  required."  That  it  is  redundant, 
and  abounds  in  surplusage,  with  reference  to  the 
i^sue  tendered,  is  obvious ;  but  it  prefers  only  one 
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answer  that  will  iit  the  plea,  which  is,  absence 
from  the  State  of  Tennessee  during  the  term 
when  the  statute  would  bar  him. 

Tety  as  he  has  thought  proper  to  amplify  upon 
the  nature  of  his  demand,  if  he  had  prostrated 
his  own  action,  the  law  would  visit  him  with  the 
consequences. 

The  argument  on  this  point  is,  that  having  set 
out  a  joint  devise  to  himself  and  his  brother,  he. 
is  incapable  of  maintaining  alone  a  suit  for  the 
entirety  of  the  thing  devised.  But,  in  this,  we 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  law  is  with  him. 

It  is  true,- that  tenants  in  common  must  ordi- 
narily join  in  an  action,  and  that  the  laws  of  Vir- 
ginia produce  a  severance  upon  the  death  of  a 
joint  tenant,  so  that  the  right  of  survivorship  is 
abolished.  But,  it  is  also  true,lhat  in  suits  for 
an  indivisible  thing,  a  right  of  action  survives  tO; 
a  tenant  in  common ;  and  this,  from  the  necessity] 
of  the  ease,  as  we  conceive  the  authorities  sulElr- 
ciently  maintain.  (Co.  Litt.  198  ai.  Bto.  Abr. 
tit.  Tenant  in  Common,  pi.  18.) 

The  exceptions  to  the  counts  clearly  cannot 
be  sustained.  They  are  consubstantial,  and  the 
same  plea  and  judgment  proper  to  both.  Aver- 
ring that  the  defendant  came  to  the  possession  of 
the  chattel  by  findings  does  not  constitute  a  count 
in  trover ;  an  alleged  conversion  characterizes 
that  form  of  action.  Nor  is  it  any  objection  to 
the  counts,  that  one  of  them  states  a  right  to  rcr 
covery  founded  in  a  possession  merely,  without 
the  direct  allegation  of  property,  since  a  tortious 
detention  may  well  be  of  that  which  another  has 
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19S6,     BOi  mteie^  m,  but  to  tlie  temporaiy  uae  oi;  cua- 

^^J25^*<^*y-     (Ca.iit«.28a    iJoW.  ^6r.  575.)    Thus, 

T.        a  bailee,   or  common   carrier,  or  sberiff,  ma]( 

^*      maii^tain  tbi^  action^  and  expressly  againat  one 

wbo  baa  them  by  deb  very  or  finding.     (2  Sound* 

?r.i;"utro"47..     Cro.  Jac.   73.  et   paisim.)     W^    come, 

limitations,     thcn,  to  the  quostion   raised   by  the   demurrec 

upon  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Tennessee ; 

aad  here  we  are  met  by  one  of  those  embarrass* 

ments  which  necessarily  grow  out  of  our  peculiar 

system. 

North  Carolina,  in  common  with  most  of  the 
old  States,  adopted  the  language  of  the  statute 
of  James  in  its  act  of  limitations.  This  was  the 
law  of  Tennessee  before  its  separation  from  that 
State,  and  continues  so  to  this  day.  The  per- 
sons excepted  from  its  operation,  are  infants, 
femes  covert,  &c.  and  "  persons  beyond  seas.'' 

During  a  century  nearly  that  this  law  has  been 
the  local  law  of  that  country,  we  cannot  ascer- 
tain that  the  Courts  of  either  of  those  States 
have  been  called  on  to  decide  whether  it  shall 
be  construed  according  to  its  literal  meaning. 
In  the  meantime,  solemn  adjudications  have 
taken  place  in  several  of  the  States,  to  the  pur- 
port, that  persons  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
country,  though  not  actually  beyond  seas,  are 
within  the  equity,  if  not  within  the  actual  mean- 
ing, of  the  statutes  containing  the  same  words, 
Murray  ▼.  Ba- and  borrowed  from  the  same  source.  And  in  a 
Rtp.  541.  '  case  which  came  up  to  this  Court  from  Georgia, 
in  the  year  1818,  it  was  solemnly  decided,  that  it 
was  impossible  to  give  a  sensible  and  reasonable 
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coustructton  to  those  words  according  to  their  1^6. 
literal  signification.  But,  we  are  now  ififbrmedi 
and,  as  it  is  admitted  by  the  opposite  colinsel,  we 
cannot  question  it,  thftt  a  contrary  adjudication 
has  taken  place  in  the  Courts  of  Tennessee 
within  the  last  year,  for  the  first  time.  It  is  ob- 
vious, that  without  a  tnore  particular  report  of 
that  adjudication,  this  Court  could  not  now  act 
finally  upon  its  authority.  But  if  the  majority 
of  the'  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  an  insulated 
decision  on  a  point  thus  circumstanced,  ougbtto 
control  the  previous  decision  of  this  Court,  the 
course  would  undoubtedly  be,  to  hold  up  this 
cause  for  advisement. 

That  the  statute  law  of  the  States  must  fur-  ,  .    . 

of   local    sta- 

nish  the  rule  of  decision  to  this  Court,  as  far  astutes. 
they  comport  with  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  in  all  cases  arising  within  the  respective 
States,  is  a  position  that  no  one  doubts.  Nor  is 
it  questionable,  that  a  fixed  and  received  con- 
struction of  their  respective  statute  laws  in  their 
own  Courts,  makes,  in  fact,  a  part  of  the  statute 
law  of  the  country,  however  we  may  doubt  the 
propriety  of  that  construction.  It  is  obvious, 
that  this  admission  may,  at  times,  involve  us  in 
seeming  inconsistencies ;  as,  where  States  have 
adopted  the  same  statutes,  and  their  Courts  differ 
in  the  construction.  Yet  that  course  is  necessa- 
rily indicated  by  the  duty  imposed  on  us,  to  ad- 
minister, as  between  certain  individuals,  the  laws 
of  the  respective  States,  according  to  the  best 
lights  we  posseiss  of  what  those  laws  are.  This 
Court  has  uniformly  manifested  its  respect  for 
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182&    ^he  adjudications  of  the  State  tribunals,  and  will 
Vi^^v^^  be  very  moderate  in  those  claims  which  may  be 
*.  ^    preferred  on  the  ground  of  comity.    Yet,  in  a 
^"y*      case  like  the  one  now  occurringi  it  cannot  ac- 
knowledge the  objection  to  go  farther,  at  present, 
than  to  examine  the  decision  formerly  rendered, 
on  the  construction  of  these  words. 

We  have  reflected,  and  heard  arguments  on  our 
former  decision,  and  not  a  doubt  has  been  enter- 
tained, except  on  the  question  how  far  we  were 
bound  to  surrender  an  opinion,  under  the  actual 
.  state  of  difference  existing  between  our  con- 
struction, and  that  of  the  State  from  which  this 
cause  comes. 

It  is  true,  that  the  words,  '^  beyond  seas,'' 
considered  abstractedly,  must,  in  every  State  in 
this  Union,  mean  something  more  them  *'  with- 
out the  limits  of  the  Commonwealth ;''  which 
words  the  State  of  Virginia  has  very  properly 
added  to  the  statute  of  James.  But,  it  is  also 
trUe,  that  if  the  words  "  beyond  seas"  be  con- 

r 

sidered  with  reference  to  the  insular  situation  of 
the  country  from  which  we  adopted  the  law,  they 
mean  Exactly  the  same  as  the  words  superadded 
in  the  Virginia  law.  And  it  was  this  considera- 
tion, as  well  as  the  obvious  absurdity  of  applying 
the  terms  "  beyond  seas,"  in  their  literal  signifi- 
cation, that  induced  this  Court,  and  has  induced 
so  many  State  Courts,  to  give  it  the  meaning  of 
beyond  the  Commonwealth. 

If  equity,  as  applied  to  the  construction  of 
statutes  by  an  eminent  writer,  means,  ^^  the 
correction  of  that  wherein  the  law,  by  reason  of 
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its  univerdality,  is  deficient ;"  or,  as  another  de-    1826. 
fines  it,  "  interpreting  statutes  by  the  reason  of  ^"^JJ^JJ^ 
them,"  may  be  applied  to  any  case,  we  think  it        v. 
may  to  one,  which,  while  it  operates  in  restraint 
of  common  right,  would,  by  a  literal  construc- 
tion, make  no  saving  in  favour  of  persons  resi- 
ding in  the  most  distant  and  unfrequented  parts 
of  this  extensive  continent. 

Nevertheless,  as  this  cause  must  go  back  upon 
other  grounds,  we  will,  for  the  present,  waive  a 
positive  decision  on  this  point  as  applied  to.  the 
State  of  Tennessee,  trusting  that  the  Courts  of 
the  State  from  which  this  cause  comes  will,  in 
due  time,  furnish  such  lights  upon  the  fixed  law 
of  that  State  on  this  subject,  as  will  enable  the 
Courts  of  the  United  States  to  come  to  a  satis- 
factory conclusion  upon  the  question. 

The  next  class  of  questions  in  the  cause  arise 
underbills  of  exception.  The  object  of  the  de- 
fendants, in  the  several  prayers  for  instructions 
propounded  to  the  Court,  was  to  be  let  into  proof 
of  a  title,  without  will  or  deed,  in  the  father  of 
T.  T.  6.,  from  whom  they  purchased,  and  to 
maintain,  that  although  that  title  was  only  de- 
rived to  him  by  implication  under  the  limitation 
acts  of  Virginia,  it  was  sufiicient,  not  only  to 
make  out  a  defence  by  pleading,  but  by  giving 
8uch  facts  in  evidence  as  would  be  a  good  de- 
fence on  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  if 
the  suit  were  instituted  in  the  State  of  Virginia, 
or  to  maintain  detinue  in  a  suit  to  recover  in  right 
of  a  possession  under  the  statute  in  that  State. 
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370  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.     With  this  view,  he  proposed  to  rely  on  the  follow- 
"""sMb^  ing  propositions : 

V-  1 .  That  the  proof  that  Dickerson,  on  the  mar- 

riage of  Guy  with  his  daughter,  had  sent  the 
slave  in  question  with  them,  or  to  them,  upon 
their  going  to  house-keeping,  and  permitted  her 
to  remain  there  ever  after  as  their  property » with- 
out any  specific  declaration  of  the  interest  vest- 
ed in  them,  other  than  the  will  of  1788,  with  a 
variety  of  corroborating  facts,  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  an  inference  of  a  gift  or  transfer  by  pa- 
rol, and  of  such  an  adverse  possession  as  might 
constitute  a  bar  under  the  act  of  limitations  of 
Virginia  of  1705- 

This  the  Court  refused,  on  the  ground  that  a 
parol  gift  of  slaves  in  Virginia  was,  at  the  date 
of  that  transaction,  absolutely  void. 

In>this,  it  is  contended,  the  Court  erred,  both 
as  to  the  law,  and  as  to  its  application  to  the 
case. 
Whether  a     As  to  the  law,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the 

parol    gift    of  .  .  '  ^  Ji 

slaves  was  va- question  IS  uot  now  to  be  stirred.     We  do  not 

Jid  by  the  laws  .      .  .     .  . 

of  Virginia  mcau  to  intimate  an  opinion  on  the  construction 
acrof"iw.  ^of  the  acts  of  1767  and  1758,  on  this  subject; 
but  only  to  treat  it  as  a  decided  point  upon  the 
construction  of  thoVMMutes,  that  a  parol  gift 
of  slaves  made  in  Virgroia,  even  where  the  pos- 
session passed,  between  the  years  1757  and 
1787,  was  void,  or  voidable ;  for,  as  to  all  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  it  is  immaterial  which. 
♦  The  df^aratory  act  of  December  31,  1787,  we 
regaff4  as  m  new  enactment,  taking  effect  from 
its  date,  as  a  repeal  of  the  prior  acts  in  those 
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cases  in  which  the  possession  passed  with  the 
gifU  The  possession  here  relied  on  was  from 
1775  to  1788,  at  which  time  the  will  was  record- 
ed. And  here,  the  material  question  arises, 
whether,  if  void  or  voi  fable,  it  does  not  create  ^^^^  ^J^,||JJ 
such  an  adverse  interest  in  the  donee,  as  the  sta-  ?"f/*  *°  '*• 

^  jecting        the 

tute  of  1795  may  attach  upon,  so  as  to  vest  ap'oo^- 
complete  interest.  And,  on  this  point,  we  think 
the  Court  erred  in  rejecting «the  proof.  For,  al- 
though the  gift  may  have  been  void  or  voidable, 
the  fact  of  delivery  of  possession  attended  it, 
and  this  must  have  put  the  party  to  his  action  to 
reinstate  himself  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  pro- 
perty. The  limitation  to  the  action  of  detinue  in 
Virginia,  is  five  years ;  and  here  the  supposed  ^ 
donee  proves  a  possession  of  ten  years. 

There  can,  then,  be  but  one  doubt  raised  on 
the  right  of  the  defendant  to  the  instruction  here 
prayed,  and  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence  of- 
fered to  the  fact  of  a  parol  gift,  and  that  is, 
whether  he  could  avail  himself  of  this  defence 
in  this  mode. 

In  the  case  of  Newhy  v.  Blakleyj  (3  Hen.  Sf  Fivn  yeprs 
Munf.  57.)  a  case  strikingly  resembling  this  in  sUve^TonM^ 
its  circumstances,  it  was  adjudged,  that  a  plain- lhe'^^\w8^o^ 
tiff,  in  Virginia,  may  4dlM||g:  in  detinue  upon  five  ^{[^^ '\iight 
years  peaceable  posseSnon  of  a  slave  acquired  5*fJ|;*g^P^,y**J,* 
without  force  or  fraud.     And,  four  months  after  .^,*^^"^""^  '" 

'  the    Courts  of 

that  decision,  and  obviously  without  being  ap-  Tennc88o«». 
prised  of  it,  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  Brent  v. 
Chapman,  maintained   the  same  do<|||ine.     (5      ^        « 
Cranch^s  Rep.  358.)  m       ^ 

It  follows,  we  think,  that,  on  the  same  princi- 
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1 826.  pie,  such  a  possession  must  constitute  a  good 
^^^T^T^^  defence  in  Tennessee,  To  preclude  the  defend- 
▼.  ,  ant  from  availing  himself  of  the  benefit  of  that 
^*  evidence  which  would  have  sustained  an  ieu^tion 
for  the  same  property  by  the  person  from  whom 
he  purchased  it,  would  be  to  convert  a  good  and 
valid  title  in  Virginia,  into  a  defeasible  title  in 
Tennessee ;  a  sufficient  title  in  a  vendor,  into  a 
defeasible  title  in  his  vendee ;  and,  by  an  indi- 
rect operation,  to  make  the  seller  liable,  where  a 
direct  action  could  not  have  been  maintained 
against  him  to  recover  the  property  sold. 
Second  excep-  Thc  sccond  prayer  is  calculated  to  obtain  of 
the  Court  an  instruction,  that,  after  an  indefinite 
loan  to  Guy  the  father,  a  subsequent  devise  to 
his  children,  if  intended  to  save  the  slaves  from 
his  creditors,  was  inoperative  as  to  Guy,  and 
purchasers  for  valuable  consideration  claiming 
under  him,  unless  with  actual  notice  of  the  will- 
On  this,  it  is  sufficient  to  remark,  that  as  there 
were  no  creditors  before  the  Court,  the  Court 
was  under  no  obligation  to  speculate  upon  the 
possible  effect  of  their  interests  upon  the  case. 
And  this  gets  rid  of  the  influence  of  the  decision 
in  Fitzhugh  v.  Andermn,  on  the  cause,  as  will  be 
more  particularly  shown  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
this  opinion.  The  defendant  here,  was  a  pur- 
chaser from  T.  T.  G.  at  the  time  when  the  will 
of  the  grandfather  was  of  record.  How  far 
purchasers  are  affected  with  record  notice,  is  ob* 
viously  a  point  of  local  law.  And,  we  under- 
stand, that  much  importance  is  attached  to  it  in 
the  jurisprudence  of  Virginia.     Certainly,  in  or- 
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dinary  cases,  where  such  a  source  of  information    1826. 
is  open  to  all,  those  who  do  not  avail  themselves  ^"^gjj^lj^^ 
of  it  come  with  an  ill  grace  before  a  Court  to        v. 
complain  of  imposition.  "^* 

The  third  prayer  was  intended  to  maintain,  Third  eicep- 
that,  on  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  jury 
might  infer  both  a  deed,  and  the  recording  of 
that  deed.  Broad  as  this  claim  was,  it  is  obvious, 
that  the  Court  was  not  bound  to  give  the  instruc- 
tion,  since  it  would  have  availed  the  party  nothing, 
without  the  additional  fact  of  the  loss  or  extinc- 
tion of  the  record  also. 

The  fourth  prayer  had  relation  to  the  question,  Fo«"h  excf  p- 
whether  the  right  of  action  survived  to  the  tenant 
in  common,  which  has  been  already 'answered. 
As  Thomas  Terry  Guy  died  before  his  son  John, 
the  executory  devise  to  John  and  the  plaintiff  be- 
came vested  in  possession.  Their  right  of  ac-  i 
tion  then  accrued,  and  that  right  survived  to  this 
plaintiff,  whatever  may  be  the  ultimate  distribu- 
tion of  the  slaves  when  recovered.  This  also 
was  rightfully  refused. 

And  the  same  remark  answers  many  of  the 
exceptions  taken  to  the  charge  which  the  Court 
below  did  give,  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action,  and  the  form  of  laying  it. 

Other  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  legal  doc- 
trines of  that  charge ;  one  of  which  is,  that,  un- 
der the  Virginia  statute  of  frauds  of  1785,  the 
loan,  with  five  years  possession,  became  a  vested 
title  in  T.  T.  G. ;  another,  that  upon  the  general 
doctrines  of  Courts  of  law,  on  the  subject  of 
frauds  imputable  where  the  possession  remains 
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1826.  ui  one,  and  the  right  in  another,  this  will  should 
be  adjudged  a  mere  cover  and  evasion,  or  a  new 
devise  for  the  perpetration  of  fraud. 

Buty  on  these  subjects,  we  think  it  unnecessary 
to  remark  at  any  length ;  the  dates  and  facts  do 
not  bring  the  case  within  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  of  1 785 ;  and,  with  regard  to 
the  general  doctrine,  it  never  has  been  supposed 
to  extend  to  a  purchaser  with  notice,  much  less 
to  a  purchaser  whom  the  local  law  affects  with 
notice  of  the  highest  order.  Had  the  defendant, 
in  this  instance,  been  a  creditor  of  T.  T.  6.,  who 
had  trusted  him  on  the  faith  of  this  property,  and 
now  sought  relief  under  the  principle  in  Twyn^s 
case,  the  clecision  in  Fitzhugh  v.  Anderson) 
(2  Hen.  Sf  Munf.  289.)  might  have  applied. 
That  case  was  expressly  decided  upon  the  prin- 
ciple in  Twyne^s  case.  The  complainants  were 
legatees  of  their  grandfather,  under  a  will  that 
was  not  recorded  until  three  years  after  the  cre- 
ditors (who  were  defendants)  had  sold  the  son's 
slaves  under  execution  ;  slaves  which  he  had 
held  in  possession  for  fifteen  years,  under  a  loan, 
which  was  never  avowed  until  the  slaves  were  set 
up  for  sale,  and  which  there  was  obviously  much 
cause  for  bringing  into  serious  suspicion. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  a  venire  facias  de  novo 
awarded. 
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[DfiYISE.] 

Walker  and  Wife,  Appellants, 

against 
Cyrus  Griffin's  Heirs,  Respondents. 

Devise  of  the  testator's  estate,  **  One  fourth  part  to  be  given  to  the 
families  of  G.  Holloway,  W.  B.  Blackbourni  and  A.  Bartlett,  to 
those  of  their  children  that  my  wife  shall  think  proper,  but  in  a 
greater  proportion  to  F.  P.  Holloway,  than  to  any  other  of  6. 
HoUoway's  children  ;  to  E.  P.  Bartlett  in  a  greater  proportion  than 
any  of  A.  Bartlett's  children.  The  balance  to  be  given  to  the  fit- 
mUits  of  C.  and  /.  T.  GriffitCs  children,  in  eqtuU  prvpofrtMny 
Held, that  the  childrenof  C.  and  J.  T.  Griffin  Xookjper  eiirpes, and 
not  j9er  capita,  and  that  the  property  devised  to  them  was  to  be  di- 
vided into  two  equal  parts,  one  moiety  to  be  assigned  to  each  fa- 
milv. 

THIS  cause  was  submitted  without  argument. 


1826. 

Walker 

V. 

Griffin's 
Heirs. 


Mr.  Chief  Justice   Marshall  deliyered  the^ardkiot^. 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  case  depends  entirely  on  the  will  of 
Francis  Peart,  deceased.  The  testator  had  de- 
vised his  estate  to  the  County  Court  of  Woodford, 
in  trust  for  purposes  therein  mentioned ;  after 
which  he  adds,  "  Should  the  County  Court  of 
Woodford  not  have  a  right  to  take  into  posses- 
sion this  donation  of  the  within  will,  I  do  request 
one  fourth  part  to  be  given  to  the  families  of  G. 
Holloway,  William  B.  Blackbourn,  and  A.  Bart-^ 
lett,  to  those  of  their  children  that  my  wife  may 
think  proper,  but  in  a  greater  proportion  to  Fran- 
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1826.     CIS  P.  HoIIoway  than  any  other  of  G.  HoUowa/s 
^-^p^T^^  children  ;  to  Elizabeth  P.  Bartlett  in  a  greater 
V.       proportion  than  any  of  A.  Bartlett's  children. 
^Hdn?    ^^^  balance  to  be  given  to  the  families  of  Cyrus 
and  John  T.  Griffin's  children,  in  equal  propor- 
tion-" 

The  devise  to  the  County  Court  of  Woodford 
was  held  void ;  and  thereupon  the  heirs  of  Cyrus 
Griffin,  who  was  dead  at  the  time  the  will  was 
made,  brought  a  friendly  suit  against  the  heirs  of 
John  T.  Griffin,  who  was  also  dead,  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  District  of  Kentucky,  for  a  di- 
vision of  the  property.  The  Circuit  Court  de- 
cided, that  the  children  were  entitled  to  it  in  ex- 
clusion of  the  grandchildren,  whose  parents  were 
living,  and  that  all  the  children  should  take  in 
equal  proportion.  From  this  decree  the  heirs  of 
John  Taylor  Griffin  have  appealed  to  this  Court. 

It  is  apparent,  that  in  the  devise  of  one  fourth 
to  the  families  of  G.  HoUoway,  William  B. 
Blackbourn,  and  A.  Bartlett,  the  testator  intend- 
ed to  designate  the  children  in  exclusion  of  the 
grandchildren,  because,  he  adds,  ^^  to  those  of 
their  children  that  my  wife  may  think  pro- 
per :"  obviously  having  the  children  only  in  his 
mind,  and  not  taking  grandchildren  into  view. 
When,  in  the  same  paragraph,  and  in  the  suc- 
ceeding sentence,  he  uses  the  same  word  in  the 
devise  to  the  families  of  Cyrus  and  John  T. 
Griffin,  he  must  be  supposed  to  have  used  it  in 
the  same  sense,  unless  the  additional  words^ 
^'  children  to  take  in  equal  proportion,"  should 
show  a  change  of  intention,  and  that  the  property 
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was  given  to  the  children  of  the  familieSi  and     183&. 
not  to  the  families  themselvee. 

The  use  of  the  words,  families  of « Cyrus  and 
John  T.  Griffin's  children,  to  designate  the  grand- 
children of  Cyrus  and  John  T.  Griffin,  would 
certainly  be  an  unusual  as  well  as  awkward  mode 
of  describing  them,  and  we  think  there  is  no  ne- 
cessity for  resorting  to  this  construction.  The 
introduction  of  these  words  is  to  be  readily  ac- 
counted for.  In  the  preceding  devise,  the  testa- 
tor had  directed  the  children  of  two  of  the  fami- 
lies to  take  unequally.  In  this  he  intended  them 
to  take  equally ;  and,  therefore,  makes  that  pro« 
vision. 

The  more  difficult  inquiry  is,  whether  the  pro- 
perty is  to  be  divided  into  two  equal  parts,  the 
one  to  be  assigned  to  the  family  of  Cjrrus,  and 
the  other  to  the  family  of  John  T.  Griffin  ;  or  is 
to  be  divided  equally  among  all  the  children  of 
the  two  stocks. 

In  solving  this  difficulty,  it  becomes  necessary 
again  to  resort  to  the  preceding  sentence. 

The  families  of  G.  HoUoway,  Wm.  P.  Black- 
bourn,  and  A.  Bartlett,  take,  each  family,  as  a  single 
devisee.  Whatever  may  be  the  number  of  persons 
composing  the  family,  and  however  unequal  may 
be  their  number,  they  take,  collectively,  distinct 
and  equal  shares  by  families ;  each  family  con- 
stituting an  individual  devisee.  This  would  be, 
we  think,  the  natural  import  of  the  words,  if  un- 
explained by  others.  But,  we  think,  this  con- 
struction is  strengthened  by  the  residue  of  the 
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children  that  my  wife  may  thioli  pVQp^f »  but  in  a 
f.       groats  pitof^niMi  to  F.  P.  II*  fhanta  any  0Aer 
ttS?    of  G.  H.'b  6bUdf M^  to  B^  F.  B.  in  ^  graaier  pw^ 
portion  than  to  ny  of  A*  Bu's  obiktreD." 

Those  words  sbow,  tbftt  the  inefjpitUtioa  ior 
tended  by  the  teatator  weco  bet^weft  chikkcni  of 
tbe  same  ^mily,  not  between  the  fiuwHes*  FraiK 
cift  P.  HoUoway  was  to ha¥e BMFe^not tbananjr of 
those  who  tooli  under  the  deviso,  but  than  any 
other  of  G.  Hollpway's  childiten.  So  wilh  re- 
spect to  Elizabeth  P.  Bartlett  In  each  ease  the 
e^bara  qf  the  finmiiy  !€►  to  be  distributed  afliong 
the  children  of  the  family  at  the  discretMA  o£ 
the  wife  ;  that  discretion  bcfiag  Uo^ed  so  far  only 
that  F.  p.  H.  sho<4d  heive  move  tb«n  any  eifaer 
of  G.  IVs^  childi^em  and  £.  P.  K*  japre  than  a«y 
of  A.  BartJett's  children* 

We  thipk  it  perfectly  clear^  that  the  iunilias 
take  in  equal  proportions. 

It  is  reasonable  to  suppoAQ^  that  the  same  in- 
tention wm  pffeaefved  wiih  cegard  to  the  faHuiies 
of  Cyrus  and  John.  T.  Griffin,  asA  ike  words 
sHist  receivo  the  same  c^nstmction  ifuoD  conhrol^ 
'led  by  those  with  which  they  are  connectedly 
Had  the  devise  been:  to  the  families  of  Cyras 
and  John  T*  Griffin,  the.  aatuval  and  ebviofus 
construction  would  have  beeiit  thsit  llie:  families 
took  e<|iMtlly.  We  aie^  the%  to  iBquice,  what  is 
the  effect  of  the  c^dd^titooal  words,  ^^  chiUaen  in 
equal  propofftion/'  Cyrus  Griffin,  and  J^ba  T. 
Griffin,  weire  both  dead,  Cyrus  leaving  four,  and 
John  T.  Griffin  two  children,  who  were  living  at 
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t)Mi  Aeath  of  die  testator^  and  wereliie  objects  of  16S8.' 
diii  dsviM.  Hmd  he  intBaded  thMB  to  take 
equallj^  tbe  aataral  mode  <if  exprwsiiiig  that  ui* 
teat»ODf  ^sriiald  bai^e  been  to  dffviae  the  property 
to  the  chiUren  of  Gifnia  and  John  T.  <inffitt« 
Tfaej  W0aU  then  have  taken  ladividuaMy,  end 
n«l  by  faihilies  ;  but  the  testator  direeis  .them  to 
take  by  families.  Why,  tbeo,  «re  the  words, 
^\  children  in  equal  proportion,"  added  ?  The 
testator  had,  in  the  preceding  sentence,  devised 
a  part  of  the  same .  property  to  three  families, 
and  had  directed  that  the  children  of  each  should 
take  unequally.  Proceeding  immediately  to  the 
two  families  of  the  Griffins,  it  was  natural,  though 
not  necessary,  to  express  his  wish  that  the  chil-* 
drcn  should  take  equally.  But  neither  in  this, 
nor  in  the  preceding  devise,  does  he  mingle  the 
children  of  the  different  families  in  one  mass. 
Ho  speaks  of  them  severally  by  lamiiies*  We 
at>e,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  children  of 
Cyrus  and  John  T.  Griffin,  take  by  families,  and 
that  the  property  deviaed  to  them  is  to  be  divided 
into  two  equal  parts,  one  moiety  to  be  assigned 
to  each  family. 


Decree.  This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  transoript  of  the  record  from  tiie  Oirfeuit 
Court  for  the  Diettrict  of  Kentucky,  Sc^c^  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  this  Court  is  of  opinion,  that 
the  children  of  Cyrus  and  John  T.  Griffin  took 
the  property  devised  to  them  in  tke  will  of  Ftmn- 
cis  Feart,  deceased,  by  families.  This  CoUjrt  4s, 
therefore,  of  opinioiii,  that  the  decree  of  .the 


sao 


CASES,  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


1826. 


Circuit  Court  is  erroneous,  insomuch  as  it  di- 
rects the  said  property  to  be  divided  among  the 
&B,id  children  per  capita,  and  not  per  stirpu,  and 
ought  to  be  REVERSED ;  and  this  Court  doth  so  far 
REVERSE  the  same ;  and  in  all  things  else  it  is 
AFFIRMED.  And  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the 
said  Circuit  Court,  that  farther  proceedings  may 
be  had  therein  according  to  law. 


llwhSSO 
142  176 

llwhSdd 
147  175 


llwhSSO 
53f  888 


llwhSSO 

llwh380 
94f  090 


llvhSSO 
Ir«d  fiOO 
lOOf  829 


11  wh  380 
6L-ed  500 
119  f       177 


[Local  Law.] 

Doe,   ex  dent.  Patterson,  against  Winn  and 

Others. 

In  geaeral,  the  validitj  of  a  patent  for  lands  can  only  be  impeached, 
for  causes  anterior  to  its  being  issued,  in  a  Court  of  equity.  But 
where  the  grant  is  absolutely  void,  as  where  the  State  has  no  title, 
or  the  officer  has  no  authority  to  issue  the  grant,  the  validity  of  tbe 
grant  may  be  contested  at  law. 

The  laws  of  Georgia,  in  the  year  1787,  did  not  prohibit  the  issuing 
of  a  patent  to  any  one  person  for  more  than  1,000  acres  of  land. 
The  proviso  in  the  act  of  Assembly  of  the  17th  of  February, 
1783,  limiting  the  quantity  to  that  number,  is  exclusively  confined 
to  htad-righU. 


Fib.  uik.  THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mr«  Berrien  and 
Mr.  Wilde,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Mr.  White, 
for  the  defendant. 


Mqsrth  zou      yit.  Justice  THOMPSON  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 
This  case  comes  up  from  the  Circuit  Court  for 
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the  District  of  Georgia.    And  the  question  pre-     1 826. 
sented  for  decision  appears  by  a  certificate  of  di-  ^^^^^^^ 
vision  of  opinion  in  that  Court,  as  to  the  admissi-        ▼• 
bilitj  of  the  grant  offered  in  evidence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff. 

The  certificate  states,  that  the  plain  tiff,  to 
maintain  his  action,  offered  in  evidence  a  patent^ 
purporting  to  be  a  grant,  in  due  form  of  law, 
from  the  State  of  Georgia  to  one  Basil  Jones, 
for  seven  thousand  three  hundred  acres  of  land) 
including  the  premises  in  question.  And,  also, 
the  warrant  of  survey  i^on  which  the  said  tract 
of  land  was  laid  off  and  surveyed,  and  the  mi- 
nutes of  the  Court  which  granted  the  warrant. 
The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  the  grant's  . 
going  to  the  jury,  afiirmiag  the  same  to  be  void 
in  law,  inasmuch  as  no  grant  could  issue  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  for  feo  great  a  number  of 
acres  as  are  comprised  in  the  said  grant.  On 
which  question  so  made  the  Court  was  divided 
in  opinion. 

The  broad  ground  assumed  in  the  objection  is, 
that  the  patent  was  absolutely  void,  and  not  even 
prima  facie  evidence  of  title.  The  question,  as 
stated,  does  not  distinctly  present  to  the  Court 
the  point  that  was  probably  intended  to  be  sub- 
mitted* The  objection  alleges  the  patent  to  be 
void,  because,  by  the  laws  of  Georgia,  no  grant 
could  issue  for  so  great  a  number  of  acres  as 
seven  thousand  three  hundred,  without  stating  the 
limitation  as  to  the  number  of  acres.  But,  from 
the  argument,  it  is  understood,  that  the  limita- 
tion contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^ 
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1996»    is  to  <MM  ihonscmd  a^tesj  and  that  all  gc aoU  foe  b 
gr^ait^r  ^quimtity  are  absolutely  void. 

Hovr  far  it  i$  witfau  tke  provioee  of  a  Court  of 
law  to  entertaia  iiiquiries  teuding  to  impeoefa  a 
▼audTy^*of  **a  P^tont,  is  a  questioo  upon  which  conflicting  opi- 
SUJ^'^^bl^^D-'**^^  have  been  held;  particularly  in  the  difie- 
qinred  into  at  irant  State  Oourta  in  this  country.    By  some,  Uie 
patent  is  considered  only  prima  fcLcie  evidence  0/ 
'         titlCf  apd  open  to  extrinsic  evidence  to  impeach  its 
validity*    By.others,  that  the  defect  must  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  patent».to  authorise  a  Court 
of  law  to  pronounce  it  invalid  ;  and  that  unless 
the  defect  does  so  appear,  the  patent  is  only  void- 
able, and  recourse  must  be  had  to  a  Court  of 
Chancery  to  vacate  it.     By  others  it  has  been 
considered,  that  the  powers  of  a  Court  of  law 
were  not  so  broad  as  laid  down  in  the  former  of 
«  these  opinions,  nor  so  limited  as  in  the  latter, 

but  that  a  Court  of  law  may  inquire  whethcirthe 
patent  was  issued  withofU  emthorityj  or  agamut 
the  prohibition  of  a  statute,  or  whether  the  State 
had  title  to  the  land  granted.    It  is  unnecessary. 

In  general,  the .  _  .  ...  .    ^ 

validity  of  a  if  uot  improper,  at  this  time,  to  enter  into  an  ex- 

patent        can  •,.  i*i/*^i  •■  'i        ^/»  i 

only  be  iin-  amiuation  which  of  these  opmioas  is  best  found* 
cHuserante^u  ed  in  principle.  For,  so  £ur  as  the  question  ap- 
rMuedr'in''*"a  9^^  to  the  prcscut  case,  it  has  been  settled  by 
py^"g°^X;;this  Court  in  the  case  of  PoWs  Lsseee  v.  Wm- 
lIlLiote*?'  "*^  ^  ^'-  (^  CrancVs  Rep.  87.)  In  that  part  of 
i^swd"  ithour*^  ^^*^  ^^  which  I  refer;  the  exceptiona  under 
authority,  Or  oonsidetation  were  for  causes  not  appaf ent  on 

against       the  '  *  • 

positive  probi-  tho  faco  of  tho  patent ;  and  the  propoaiiion  stated 
tute,  Its  vaiidi.  for  decisioD  is,  whether  in  aay,  and  in  what  cases, 

ty  may  be  con- .     .        .1  i  i       •  /•      • 

testtd  at.iaw.  it  18  allowabie,  m  an  action  of  ejeotment,  to  tm- 
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peaoh  a  grant  from  the  BtatQ  for  csb^ob  ant0fi0f  I9!i& 
to  ii9  being  issued.  It  is  said^  that  the  hf^»  fot  ^'^^^^^^ 
the  sale  of  piiblie  lands  provide  many  guardi^  to  ▼• 
aecure  the  regularity  of  grants^  to  protMl^he  hi« 
cipient  rights  of  tndividuals,  and,  atso^  to  protect 
the  State  from  icnpomtioa.  Officers  are  appotnt- 
ed  to  superintend  the  bumaees,  and  rule^  are 
frmned  prescribisig  their  duty.  These  raies  are, 
in  general,  directory,  and  when  all  tbe  proceed* 
ings  are  completed  by  a  patent,  isMed  by  the 
oothority  of  the  State,  a  eosqpttance  with  these 
rales  is  presupposed*  That  every  prerequisite 
has  been  performed,  is  an  inferenee  properfy  de* 
ducible,  and  which  every  man  has  a  tight  to 
draw,  from  the  existence  of  the  grMt  itself, 
it  would  be  extremely  unreasonable  to  avoid  a 
grant  in  any  Court  for  irregnlaritiea  in  the  con^ 
dact  of  those  who  are  appointed  by  the  geivern- 
ment  to  supervise  the  progressive-  cowrse  of  a 
title^  from  its  commencement  to  its  consnmma- 
tion  in  a  patent.  But,  in  order  to  guard  against 
the  conclusion  that  this  doctrine  wonld  lead  to, 
closing  the  door  against  all  inquiry  into  any  mat- 
ter whatever  beyond  the  grant  for  the  pmrpose 
of  avoiding  it,  the  Court  adds,  that  the  great 
principlea  of  juatiee  and  of  law  Would  be  vtolafted, 
if  there  did  not  exist  some  tribunal  to  which  an 
Injured  party  might  appeal^  and  in  which  the 
'maans  by  which  an  elder  title  waa  acquired 
naiglit  be  examined,  if  it  had  been  acquired  by  - 
the  violation  of  principles  essential  to  the  vaK^Kty 
of  a  contract ;  but  that  a  Court  of  equity  is  the 
more  eligible  tribunal,  in  general,  for  these  qnee^ 
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1826.  tions,  and  they  ought  to  be  excluded  from  a 
Court  of  law.  But  the  Court  say,  there  are  casea 
in  which  a  grant  is  absolutely  void,  {or  inaper^n* 
twe^)  as  where  the  State  has  no  title  to  the  thing 
granted,  or  where  the  officer  had  no  authority  to 
iswe  the  grant.  In  such  cases,  the  validity  of  the 
grant  is  necessarily  examinable  at  law. 

This  doctrine  was  again  recognised  and  sanc- 
tioned by  this  Court  five  years  afterwards,  when 
the  same  cause  (p  Wheat  Rep.  293.)  was  a  se- 
cond time  under  consideration ;  and  it  is  in  coin- 
cidence with  the  rule  settled  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New- York  in  the  case  of  J(Mck$on  v. 
Lawton,  (10  Johns.  Rep.  23.)  We  may,  there- 
fore, assume  as  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  Court, 
that  if  a  patent  is  absolutely  void  upon,  its  face, 
or  the  issuing  thereof  was  without  authority,  or 
was  prohibited  by  statute,  or  the  State  had  no 
title,  it  may  be  impeached  collaterally  in  a  Court 
of  law,  in  an  action  of  ejectment.  But,  in  ge- 
neral, other  objections  and  defects  complained 
of  must  be  put  in  issue,  in  a  regular  course  of 
pleadings,  on  a  direct  proceeding  to  avoid  the 
patent ;  and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  contrary 
rule  prevailing  in  the  State  Courts  of  Georgia. 
But,  so  far  as  We  have  any  information  on  the 
subject,  the  practice  there  is  in  accordance  with 
the  rule  laid  down  by  this  Court. 
Whether  the  Thc  objectiou  iu  this  case  to  the  admissibility 
caM^  "IssLed  of  the  grant  in  evidence,  is,  tliat  it  was  issued 
pfovlSons  ^of without  the  authority  of  law,  and  in  violation  of 
°^  certain  statutes  of  the  State  of  Georgia,  which, 
it  is  alleged,  prohibit  the  issuing  of  a  grant  to 
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any  oae  person  for  more  then  one  thauea^d  acres    1  ^26. 
0f  loMifd ;    and  if  the   statutes   referred  to   will  ^pj[^[^^^ 
warrant  this  construction,  the  objection  was  well        ^• 
taken,  and  can  be  sustained  in  a  Court  of  law. 
And  this  leads  to  an  examination  of  those  sta- 
tales  as  applicable  to  the  grant  in  question. 

The  grant  bears  date  on  the  24th  of  May,  1787, 
and  is  for  7,S00  acres  of  land  in  the  county  of 
Franklin,  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  and 
refering  to  a  plat  of  the  same  thereunto  annexed. 
No  consideration  is  expressed  in  the  grant,  or 
any  designation  of  the  nature  of  the  rights  which 
made  up  the  quantity  of  land  mentioned  in  the 
grant,  but  it  is  in  the  common  form  prescribed  by 
statate.  The  proceedings  of  the  Court  of  Frank* 
lin  county,  on  the  application  of  Basil  Jones,  ac- 
oompany  the  grant,  by  which  it  is  ordered  that 
be  have  7,300  acres  in  lieu  of  part  of  old  war- 
rants of  John  Peter  Wagnor — Bounty  reserved. 
This  shows  thut  the  aggregate  quantity  of  land 
mentioned  in  the  grant  was  made  up  of  sundry 
old  warrants,  and  afiV)rds  also  an  inference  of 
the  existence  of  a  practice  of  consolidating  a 
number  of  warrants  in  one  grant ;  and  there  is  ' 
nothing  in  the  land  laws  of  Georgia  prior  to  the 
year  1794,  at  variance  with  such  a  practice.  The 
limitation  as  to  quantity  will  be  found  to  relate  to 
tcarrnnts  for  head-rights,  and  not  to  grants ; 
and,  as  warrants  were  transferable,  no  objection 
existed  to  their  being  united  in  one  grant. 

The  land  law  of  Georgia  is  comprised  under 
saverai  statutes,  passed  at  different  periods,  va- 
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1826.     Tying  and  modifying  the  system  occasionally,  as 

^•^^JJJJ^^^.  policy  required.  -  But  all  being  in  pari  matertOj 

V.        are  to  be  looked  to  as  one  statute,  in  explaining 

The' several  *^®'^  meaning   and  import.     Under  these  laws, 

statutes      o^there  were  various  ways  in  which  persons  be- 

Georgia   com-  •'  * 

poring  the  land  eamo  entitled  to  rights,  and  could  obtain  war- 

law,   bemg  in  . 

pari      t»a/€- rants  for  land ;  such  as  head-riffhts.  according 

rttf,  are  to  be  /»       ..  i  •  i  !• 

construed  asto  the  numbcr  of  a  family;  bounties  to  soldiers 
and  to  citizens^  and  likewise  for  the  encourage- 
ment of  certain  manufactures,  &c.  And  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  and  determining  whether 
applicants  were  entitled  to  warrants,  a  land 
Court  was  instituted  in  each  county,  to  receive 
applications  for  lands,  and  grant  warrants  for 
surveys  to  such  as  should  show  themselves  enti- 
tled to  land,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
land  laws.  A  county  surveyor  was  required  to 
,be  appointed  by  each  county,  who  was  autho- 
rized to  lay  out  and  survey,  to  any  person  who 
should  apply  to  him,  the  land  for  which  a  war- 
rant had  been  obtained.  And  he  was  required 
to  record,  in  an  office  to  be  kept  for  that  pur- 
pose, all  surveys  by  him  made,  so  as  to  enable 
those  who  had  any  objections  to  make  to  the 
passing  of  the  grant,  to  enter  a  caveat^  which 
was  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  of  twelve  men,  sworn 
to  try  the  matter  according  to  law  and  equity. 
And  under  the  act  of  July  17th,  1783,  (Princes 
Dig.  266.  sec.  36.)  this  was  declared  to  be  final 
and  conclusive.  An  appeal  was  afterwards  given 
to  the  Governor  and  Executive  Council,  (^sec.  56. 
of  the  Dig.)  who  were  required,  and  empow- 
ered to  proceed  to  decide  such  caveats^  in  man- 
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uer  and  form  as  they  should  think  most  condu*     1826. 
cive  to  justice ;  and  expressly  declaring^  that  ^p^^^^^ 
from  their  decision  there  should  be  no  appeal.        ▼• 
And  this  was  the  existing  law  at  the  time  the 
grant  in  question  issued.    By  a  subsequent  sta- 
tute, (Dig.  sec.  83.)  the  power  of  hearing  and 
determining  such  appeals,  and  signing  grants, 
was  vested  in  the  Governor  alone. 

To  permit  an  inquiry  whether  a  warrant,  ob- 
tained under  such  guards  and  checks,  was  autho- 
rized by  law,  would  be  opening  the  door  to  end- 
less litigation,  and  against  the  spirit  and  policy 
of  the  land  laws  in  general,  as  well  as  the  letter 
of  the  statute,  which  provides  for  caveats,  and 
wfiich  declares  the  ultimate  decision  thereon  to 
be  final  and  canduHw.  If  the  validity  of  the 
warrants  cannot  be  called  in  question,  the  issu*- 
ing  of  the  grant  follows,  as  matter  of  course, 
and  cannot  be  said  to  be  without  authority,  un«> 
leBB  the  statute  prohibits  the  issuing  of  a  grant 
for  more  than  one  thousand  acres  of  land. 

The  act  relied  upon  on  the  part  of  the  de«  The  probi- 
fendant,  as  containing  such  prohibition,  is  that  of  e^  t"  ^hraci 
the  17th  of  February,  1783,  (Dig.  sec.  32.)  and;;^„,",f;^!,r 
is  to  be  found  in  the  proviso  to  the  first  section.  ^^JJin*".")!^  J^ 
The  enacting  clause   relates  entirely  to  head'-  ""^  ^^  p«;- 

^  °  •'  son,  It    coiifi- 

righti,  and  declares,  that  each  master  or  head  of  n«<i  <o  hca<i- 
a  family,  shall  be  allowed,  as  his  own  head-right, 
and  without  any  other  or  further  charges  than 
the  office  and  surveying  fee«,  two  hundred  acres ; 
and  shall  also  be  permitted  to  purchase,  at  the 
rates  therein  specified,  a  further  quantity,  accord- 
ing to  the  number  of  head-rights  in  such  family. 


Winn. 
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1626.  Provided  the  qoaatity  of  land  granted  and  bM 
^^^"^^  to  any  one  peraon  shall  not  exceed  one  tboti^aiid 
▼.  acres,  and  that  isiich  person  do  lire  on  and  cul- 
tivate a  part  of  the  said  land  twelve  months,  bo- 
fore  he  shall  be  entitled  to  a  grant  for  the  same. 
The  word  granted  is  said  to  be  used  here  ill 
its  technical  sense,  as  synonymous  with  patent^ 
and  to  imply  a  general  prohibition  to  issue  a 
grant  to  any  one  person  for  more  than  one  thou- 
sand acres.  Admitting  this  to  be  the  sense  in 
which  the  term  is  used,  the  consequence  would 
not  follow  that  is  contended  for.  The  terra  id 
here  used  in  the  provUo  r  the  office  of  whieh  is, 
to  limit  4Uid  restrict  the  operation  of  the  enact- 
ing clause.  The  enacting  clause  relates  entirely 
to  htad^rigktBt  and  is  without  limitation  as  to 
<yjantity ;  that  depended  oo  the  number  of  the 
family.  The  master  or  head  of  the  family  » 
alhwed  300  acres  as  his  own  head^right,  oti  pay^ 
log  office  and  surveying  fees,  and  is  permitted  to 
purchuse^  at  the  rate  therein  mentionedy  ai^ 
further  quantity,  according  to  the  nnmber  of 
head^rights  in  his  family.  The  proviso,  however, 
limits  the  quantity  to  one  tliousand  aeren ;  but 
the  limitation  is  upon  the  subject  Bsalter  of  the 
enacting  clause,  to  wit,  head-rights.  The  enact- 
ing claiise  speaks  of  two  modes  of  aeqinttng 
these  head  rights*  Oiie,  a  gratuity  allvwed  to 
the  head  of  the  family ;  the  other,  a  pwrtha9e. 
And  the  words  granted  and  sold^  as  used  i»  tbe 
proviso,  may  welL  be  construed  in  referen<5e  to 
these  two  asodes  of  acquiring  land.  And  dis 
proviso  is  equivalent  to  saying,  that  no  one  pef* 
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aon  »baU  be  allowed,  on  his  own  head-right,  and  *  1836* 
on  the  purchase  of  head-rights  in  his  familyt  more  "^jj^ 
than  one  thousand  acres*     Uut  this  does  not  pro^        y* 

Wiiiii» 

hibit  him  from  purchasing  other  warrants,  and 
tncludtng  all  in  one  grant  when  it  is  issued. 

That  the  word  granted^  as  here  used,  has  re- 
forenee  to  the  warrant  or  incipient  step  towards 
acquiring  the  title,  and  not  to  the  consummation 
of  it  by  grant,  is  evident  both  from  the  subse- 
quent part  of  the  proviso,  and  from  the  use  of 
the  same  word,  as  synonymous  witli  warrant  in 
other  parts  of  the  land  law^^  By  the  proviso, 
the  person  to  whom  land  is  granted  and  sold,  is 
reifoired  to  live  on,  and  cultivate  a  part  of  the 
said  land  twelve  months,  before  he  shdl  be  enti- 
tled to  a  grant  for  the  same.  To  give  to  the  word 
granted^  in  the  former  part  of  the  sentence,  the 
aame  meaning  as  to  the  word  grant  in  the  latter 
part,  would  involve  gross  inconsistency. 

This  construction  is  corroborated  by  the  en- 
acting clause  in  the  third  section  of  the  same 
act,  coBtainiug,  substantially,  a  like  provision, 
that  every  person  applying  by  head-rights  as 
aforeaaid,  shall,  previous  to  his  obtaining  agroaf 
&fr  his  land,  or  having  it  in  his  power  to  dispose 
of  the  same,  (otherwise  than  by  will,)  settle  and 
improve  a  part  of  such  tract  or  tracts  as  he  may 
obtain  a  warrant  and  survey  of,  Sic. 

And,  in  a  subsequent  act,  passed  the  23d  of 
December,  1789,  (Dig.  sec.  85.)  the  very  word 
granted  is  used  as  the  act  of  the  land  Court, 
whose  authority  extended  only  to  the  issuing  of 
warrants,  and  not  grants.     The  enacting  clause 
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gives  to  three  or  more  Justices  of  the  Peace,  in 
their  respective  counties,  the  same  powers  that 
had  been  exercised  by  four  Justices,  and  an  As- 
sistant Justice,  under  a  former  act ;  provided  that 
the  said  three  or  more  Justices  shall  each  of 
them  sign  all  warrants  for  land  by  them  granted. 

Other  parts  of  these  land  laws  might  be  refer- 
red to,  to  show  that  this  word  is  not  always  used 
in  a  technical  sense  as  synonymous  with  patent. 
And  that  it  is  not  so  used  in  the  proviso  to  the 
act  of  1783,  we  think  is  very  evident;^  and 
throughout  all  these  laws,  so  far  as  we  have  been 
able  to  discover,  whenever  there  is  a  limitation  to 
one  thousand  acres,  it  is  applicable  to  the  war- 
ranty and  not  to  the  grant 

It  is  clearly  to  be  inferred,  from  various  parts 
of  these  land  laws,  that  warrants  were  transfera- 
ble. Thus,  in  one  of  the  earliest  acts  passed  on 
the  subject  in  the  year  1777,  (Dig.  ^L)  it  is 
provided,  that  all  persons  who  have  had  lands 
ordered  them,  and  have  not  taken  out  grants  for 
the  same,  or  sold  their  warrants  or  rights^  or  aro 
either  dead,  or  left  the  State,  such  person  or  per* 
sons  as  have  bought  such  warrants,  or  rights  and 
titles,  and  continued  in  this  State,  shall  have 
such  Unds  granted  them,  agreeably  to  such  order 
or  warrant  so  purchased.  And,  the  prohibitioa 
afterwards  in  the  year  1794,  (Dig.  280.)  to  sur- 
vey or  renew  transferred  warrants,  necessarily 
implies,  that,  previous  to  that  timci  such  transfers 
were  sanctioned  by  the  land  laws ;  and,  if  so, 
there  could  be  no  reason  why  a  number  of  such 
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warrants  should  not  be  consolidated,  and  in-    1826. 

*  -        _. 

oluded  Udder  one  ^rant,  although  the  aggregate  "pJJJJ^^^ 
quantity    might    exceed    one    thousand   acres*     _^y« 
There  might  be  very  good  reason  for  putting  this 
limitation  upon  warrants  for  head-rights,  as  the 
settlement  and    improvement    of   the    country 
might  be  thereby  promoted. 

That  grants  for  more  than  one  thousand  acres 
were  sanctioned,  is  evident  from  the  act  of  the 
23d  of  December,  1789,  (exemplification  pro- 
duced,) fixing  the  feies  of  the  ofllicers  of  the  State ; 
by  which  the  Governor  is  allowed  six  dollars  for 
signing  a  grant  of  land  exceeding  one  thousand 
acres.  So,  also,  in  the  act  to  revise  and  amend 
the  above  act,  passed  the  18th  of  December, 
1792,  {Dig.  173.)  the  Governor  is  allowed,  on  all 
grants  above  one  thousand  acres,  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  two  dollars  for  every  thousand  acres 
therein  contained.     {Dig.  173) 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  without  pursuing 
this  examination  further,  we  are  satisfied,  that,  in 
the  year  1787,  when  the  grant  in  question  was 
issued,  the  land  laws  of  Georgia  did  not  prohibit 
the  issuing  of  a  patent  to  any  one  person  for 
more  than  a  thousand  acres  ;  and  that  the  grant 
offered  on  the  trial  is  not,  therefore,  void  in  law, 
and  should  have  been  admitted  in  evidence. 

Certificate.  This  case  came  on,  &c.  On 
consideration  whereof,  this  Court  is  of  opinion, 
and  directs  it  to  be  certified  to  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  that  the  evidence  offered  in  the  Court  be- 
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1826<  low  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  the  oonpetency  of 
which  objection  was  made,  and  upon  which  ipiet* 
tion  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  of  said  Court 
were  opposed,  was  competent  evidence,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  sustain  the  issue  on  his 
part,  &.C. 
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iiiwhaBe' 

USJ^  The  United  States  agmnst  Aubdy. 


Under  the  act  of  the  £6tli  of  May,  1790,  c.  S8.  [xi.]  copies  of  the 
legislative  acts  of  the  several  States,  authenticated  by  ha? ing  the 
seal  of  the  State  afllxe<l  thereto,  are  oonckisif «  evidoiico  of  mcb 
acts  in  the  Courts  of  other  States,  aiid  of  the  Uoion.  NoocImt 
formality  is rpquired  than  the  annexation  of  the  seal;  and, in  the 
absence  of  all  contrary  proof,  it  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
done  bv  an  officer  having  the  custody  thereof,  and  competent  au- 
thority to  do  the   of. 

Under  the  Crimes  A.ct  of  the  26th  of  March,  184l4,€  393.  [zl]  s  %. 
on  an  indictment  for  destroying  a  vessel  with  intent  to  piejudice 
the  underwriters,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  the  existence  of  an  associft- 
Cion  actually  carrying  on  the  business  of  insutance,  b^y  wboK 
kno^vn  officers  de  facto  the  policv  was  executed,  and  to  prejudice 
whom  the  vessel  insured  was  destroyed ;  without  proving  the  exis- 
tence of  a  legal  corporation  authorized  to  insure,  or  n  compliance 
on  the  part  of  such  corporation  with  the  terms  of  ita  ekarttc»  or 
the  validity  of  the  policy  of  insurance. 

The  terms  "  an,  person  or  persona"  in  the  act,  extend  to  corpora- 
ixonSf  and  bodies  politic,  as  well  as  to  natural  persons. 

Thr  prisoner,  John  B.  Amedy,  wiks  in^cted 
in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Virginia,  under  the  act 


Amedy. 
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of  Congress  of  the  96th  of  March,  1804,  c-  393-     1826. 
[xl/]  for  destrojring  a  vessel  with  intent  to  preju-  ^fljJTu]^ 
dice  the  underwriters,  and   after  a  verdict  of    ,  v. 
gtttltj,  his  counsel  moved  the  Court  for  a  new 
trial  upon  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  the  exempiification  of  the  acts  of  the 
legislature  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  incor- 
porating the  Boston  Insurance  Company,  (who 
were  the  underwriters,)  given  at  the  trial,  was 
not  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  sufficient  verifi- 
eation  thereof.  The  papers  given  in  evidence 
were  printed  copies  of  the  acts,  with  certain 
erasures  and  interlineations  in  writing,  and  to  the 
copy  of  each  act  was  annexed  a  separate  attes- 
ta^on  in  the  following  words :  '^  A  true  copy, 

o  Whiob  pnmdft,  (s.  2.)  ^'  That  if  any  pertan  shall,  oa  the 
^igh  aaas,  viUlpllj  aiRl  corruptly  cast  away,  bum,  or  otherwise  de- 
stroy, any  ship  or  vessel  of  which  he  is  owner  in  part  or  in  whole, 
or  in  anywise  direct  or  procure  the  same  to  be  done,  with  intent 
or  design  to  prejudice  any  person  or  persons  that  hath  underwrit- 
ten, or  sbaH  underwrite,  any  policy  or  policies  of  insurance  there- 
on^ or  o^f  any  merchant  or  merchants  that  shall  load  goods  thereon, 
or  of  any  other  owner  or  owners  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  the  per- 
son or  persons  offending  therein,  being  thereof  lawfully  convicted, 
shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  suffer 
death." 

It  is  stated,  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  JohMi, 
4  DaliL  lUp.  412.  that  the  second  member  of  the  abpve  section  is 
so  inaccurately  expressed,  that  the  Attorney  of  the  District  (Mr. 
Dallas)  thought,  at  first,  there  must  have  been  some  error  of  the 
press ;  but  the  Secretary  of  State  informed  him,  that  the  printed 
copy  was  found,  upon  a  comparison,  to  agree  exactly  with  the 
roU.  See  the  analogous  English  statutes,  4  Geo.  I.  c.  12.  s.  3.  stnd 
1 1  Geo.  L  c  29.    1  Abbott  on  Shipp.  167,  l68. 
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1826.  attest,  Edward  D.  Bangs,  Secretary.''  The  Co- 
^{J^^^!^^  pies  were  attached  together,  and  exemplified 
V.  under  the  great  seal  of  the  State  of  Massachu- 
"**  ^'  setts,  with  the  following  certificate  annexed : 
"  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  Secreta- 
ry's Department,  November  12th,  1825.  I  cer- 
tify that  the  printed  copies  of  the  following  acts, 
viz.  *  An  Act  to  define  the  Powers,  Duties,  and 
Restrictions  of  Insurance  Companies' — *  An  act 
authorizing  the  several  Insurance  Companies  in 
this  Commonwealth  to  insure  against  Fire' — 
'An  act  to  incorporate  the  Boston  Insurance 
Company' — *  An  act  to  incorporate  the  Com- 
monwealth Insurance  Company' — and  ^  An  act 
in  addition  to  an  act,  entitled,  an  act  to  incorpo- 
rate the  Commonwealth  Insurance  Company ;' 
to  which  printed  copies  this  certificate  is  annex- 
ed, have  been  by  me  compared  with  the  original 
acts  on  file  in  this  ofiice,  and  that  the  same  are 
now  true  copies  of  the  said  original  acts,  except 
the  usual  attestation  of  enactment,  and  signa- 
tures subjoined  to  each  act.  In  testimony 
whereof,  I  hereunto  set  my  hand,  and  have  affixed 
the  seal  of  said  Commonwealth,  the  day  and 
year  above  mentioned.  (Signed.)  Edward  D. 
Bangs,  Secretary  of  Hie  Commonwealth.^^ 

2.  That  before  the  policy  of  insurance  under- 
written   by   the    Boston    Insurance    Company 
,  could  be  given  in  evidence,  it  was  necessary  to 

prove  that  the  subscription  to  the  stock,  and  the 
payment  of  such  subscription,  as  required  by 
the  act  of  incorporation,  had  actually  been 
made.     The  policy  of  insurance  was  admitted 
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in  evidence  by  the  Court  below,  without  proof    1826. 
that  the  subscription  to  the  stock  had  actually  '^JTiLa^ 
been  made ;  it  being  proved  that   there   was  a        ▼• 
company  in  Boston  called  the  Boston  Insurance      ^  ^' 
Company,  doing  the  business  of  insurance,  and 
paying  losses  when  incurred,  and  that  the  paper 
*  produced  was  executed   after  the    manner    in 
which  they  usually  made  their  policies  of  insu- 
rance. 

3.  That  the'policy  ought  to  have  been  proved 
to  be  executed  by  the  authority  of  the  company, 
in  such  manner  as  to  be  legally  binding  on  them. 

4.  That  the  Court  instructed  the  jury  **  that  it 
was  not  material  whether  the  company  was  in- 
corporated or  not ;  and  it  was  not  material  whe- 
ther the  policy  were  valid  in  law  or  not ;  that 
the  prisoner's  guilt  did  not  depend  upon  the  legal 
obligation  of  the  policy ;  but  upon  the  question 
whether  he  had  wilfully  and  corruptly  cast  away 
the  vessel,  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  with  in- 
tent to  injure  the  underwriters. 

The  Judges  of  the  Court  below  having  been  di- 
vided in  opinion  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
the  case  was  brought  before  this  Court  upon  a 
certificate  of  that  division. 

Mr.  Worthingtan^  for  the  prisoner,  argued,  March  ifUh, 
that,  in  order  to  convict  him  of  the  offence 
charged  in  the  indictment,  it  was  necessary  that 
the  policy  of  insurance  should  be  a  valid  con- 
tract. The  intent  with  which  an  act  is  done  is 
not  susceptible  of  direct  proof.  The  only  means 
by  which  it  can  be  established  is  by  evidence  of 
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1826.  facts  from  which  it  maj  be  directly  inferred.  If 
the  probable  consequence  of  the  act  done  is  to 
produce  the  result  from  which  the  intent  is  in- 
ferred, the  inference  may  be  reasonable;  but 
when,  by  no  possibility,  the  result  could  occur, 
how  can  a  fraudulent  intent  be  inferred  ?  If,  ia 
this  case,  the  policy  were  valid,  the  probable 
consequence  of  the  destruction  of  the  vessel  is 
a  prejudice  to  the  underwriters,  from  whiob 
might  be  fairly  inferred,  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
planatory testimony,  a  design  to  prejudice.  But 
if  the  policy  was  void,  no  such  consequence 
could  possibly  happen^  and  no  inference  can 
arise,  from  it  alone,  of  a  design  to  produce  such 
a  consequence.  The  strongest  analogous  cases 
are  those  of  forgery,  in  which  the  distinction  ap- 
pears clearly  to  have  been  taken«  In  those  cases 
it  has  been  determined,  that  where  the  probable 
consequence  of  the  act  was  to  defraud,  the  in- 
tent might  be  inferred.  But,  where  such  was 
not  the  case,  as  where  the  instrument  was  void 
on  its  face,  and,  therefore,  could  not  deceive  if 
ordinary  vigilance  was  exerted,  the  intent  could 
not  be  inferred.'  Thus,  where  one  Wall  was 
indicted  and  convicted  of  the  forgery  of  a  will 
void  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  conviction 
was  held  to  be  erroneous.^  This  question  ap- 
pears to  have  been  decided  in  England  in  the 

a  Jones'  case,  iEoiVs  Cro,  Laiw^  952. 
b  2  East^s  Cro.  Law,  9^3.    Moffat's  case,  2  Eas^t  Cro.  LaWj 
854.     2  Leachy  483. 
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case  of  the  King  v.  CrilUon."  lo  that  case,  the  1926^ 
prisoner  was  indicted  under  the  Matute  of  43  mf^]^^ 
Geo.  III.  c.  58.  8.  1.  for  feloniously  setting  fire  v. 
to  a  house,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  Londoo  "'*^* 
Assurance  Company.  A  policy  was  producedf 
regularly  executed,  covering  goods  in  Wood- 
street,  on  which  was  endorsed  a  memorandwrnf 
stating  that  the  goods  were  removed  to  Old  Bos-* 
well.  Courts  and  that  the  removal  was  allowed. 
This  memorandum  was  not  stamped.  The 
question  arose,  whether  the  written  contract, 
being  void  by  the  revenue  laws  for  want  of  a 
stamp,  was  properly  admitted  in  evidence,  and 
it  was  determined  that  the  evidence  was  not  ad- 
missible. In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v. 
JohnsJ"  this  point  was  decided,  and  the  Court 
held,  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  a  valid  policy* 
If,  then,  the  /validity  of  the  policy  is  essential  to 
the  offence,  it  becomes  necessary  in  this  case  to 
show  a  legally  subsisting  corporation,  capable  of 
executing  a  valid  policy  of  insurance,  and  a  po- 
licy legally  executed.  On  the  first  point,  it 
might  be  contended  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, that  though  it  may  be  necessary  to  prove  a 
party  actually  contracting,  yet  that  proof  of  a 
corporation  de  facto  would  be  sufiicient.  But, 
it  was  insisted,  a  corporation  exists  by  its  char- 
ter alone.  It  is  that  which  controls  its  opera- 
tions, and  settles  the  mode  and  extent  of  its 
obligations.  If  the  validity  of  the  policy  is  ne- 
cessary, it  is  surely  essential  to  show  that  the 

a  1  Taunt.  Rep.  95.  b  4  Dall.  Rep.  412. 
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1896.  body  which  executes  it  was  legally  empowered 
^[J^^^^  to  do  so,  and  that  the  act  itself  was  performed 
r.  in  pursuance  of  those  powers.  This  question 
^"*^'  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of  the  United  States 
V.  John$.  It  was  insisted,  that  the  papers  given 
in  evidence  did  not  afford  evidence  of  these 
facts,  because  they  were  described  in  the  certifi- 
cate as  printed  papers,  whereas  they  are  partly 
written ;  and  they  were  so  loosely  attached  to 
the  paper  to  which  the  seal  is  affixed  as  not  to 
afford  satisfactory  evidence  that  they  were  the 
papers  intended  to  be  verified.  If,  however,  the 
papers  should  be  deemed  sufficiently  authenti- 
cated, still  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  show  a 
valid  policy,  to  exhibit  evidence  that  the  corpora- 
tion went  into  operation  according  to  the  terms 
of  its  charter.*  It  was  also  insisted,  that  a  cor- 
poration was  not  a  '^  person,^'  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  of  Congress.  This  point  was 
raised  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Johns, 
but  not  decided.  It  appears,  however,  to  have 
been  determined  in  England,  in  the  case  of  the 
King  V.  Harrison^ 

The  Attorney  General,  for  the  United  States, 
argued,  that  the  evidence  given  of  the  acts  of 
the  legislature  of  Massachusetts  incorporating 
the  Boston  Insurance  Company,  who  were  the 
underwriters  intended  to  be  prejudiced  by  the 

a  Henriquez  v.  The  Dutch  West  India  Company,  cited  in 
2  LordRaym,  15S5.     4  Com,  Dig.  468.  note  a,  Am.  ed. 
b  1  Leach,  180.     2  EatiVsPl  Cro.  927.988. 
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felony,  was  sufficient  under  the  act  of  Congress    1826. 
of  the  26th  of  May,  1790,  c.  38.   [xl.]  prescri-  ^pJJ^^]^ 
bing  the  manner  in  which  the  public  acts,  &c«  of        v. 
each  State  shall  be  authenticated^  so  as  to  give      "*  ^' 
them  full  faith  and  credit  in  every  other  State. 
All  that  the  statute  requires,  in  respect  to  legis- 
lative acts,  is,  that  the  seal  of  the  State  should 
be   affixed,  and    that   obviates   every  objection 
which  had  been  made  to  the  exemplification  in 
this  case. 

It  was  further  contended,  that  proof  that  the 
company  actually  carried  on  the  business  of  in* 
surance  was  sufficient,  in  a  public  criminal  pro- 
secution, without  showing  that  they  were  legally 
authorized  to  transact  it.  It  was  immaterial 
whether  there  was  a  valid  policy  or  not.  The 
guilt  of  the  act  consists  in  the  act  itself,  and  the 
dnimui  with  which  it  was  committed.  It  was 
analogous  to  the  cases  of  forging  a  will,  where 
the  act  was  intended  to  defraud,  not  the  party 
whose  signature  is  forged,  but  third  persons,  and 
it  turns  out  the  testator  was  alive.'  The  guilt 
in  such  cases  cannot  depend  upon  the  certainty 
that  thq  party  would  have  the  benefit  of  the 
crime,  had  his  attempt  been  successful.  In  the 
case  of  the  King  v.  Gilhon,  the  objection  was 
not  to  the  proof  of  the  policy,  but  to  the  written 
endorsement  or  memorandum,  which  a  particular 
statute  had  specially  declared  inadmissible  in 
evidence  unless  stamped.  It  was,  on  its  face, 
inadmissible,  and  the  existence  of  the  insurance 

a  Hawk,  PL  Cro.  ch.  70,  s.  7-     2  East's  PI  Cro.  948. 
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1836.  could  not,  therefore,  be  establiehed.  As  to  the 
^|^*J^^  requisition  of  proof  that  the  conditions  of  the 
▼.  iBcorporating  act  had  been  complied  with,  it  was 
^'  a  sufficient  answer  to  say,  that  the  party  was  es- 
topped from  denying  it,  by  receiving  a  policy  ex- 
ecuted by  the  company.  To  require  proof  of  a 
valid  contract  would  be  to  go  into  the  whole  case 
as  a  ctTil  action,  and  would  require  an  investiga- 
tion of  the  whole  law  of  insurance.  Whether 
the  term  ^*  person  or  persons,"  in  a  statute,  in- 
cludes such  artificial  persons  as  a  corporation, 
had  never  been  decided  in  this  country.  The 
supposed  authority  cited  in  the  negative,*  was 
entitled  to  the  less  weight,  as  it  rested  merely  upon 
a  MS.  note  of  Mr.  Justice  Buller,  was  decided 
without  argument,  and  is  contrary  to  the  analogy 
of  die  law  which  regards  corporations  o«  }>er- 
sons  for  all  civil  purposes.  Lord  Coke,  in  oom- 
menting  on  the  statute  31  Eliz.  ch.  7.  concerning 
the  erection  of  cottages,  where  the  term  used  is, 
*^  no  person  shall,*^  &c.  says,  '^  this  extends  as 
well  to  persons  politic  a/nd  incorporate,  as  to 
natural  persons  whatsoever.^  The  other  autho- 
rities are  to  the  same  purpose,  and  consider  the 
term  persons  as  including  those  artificial  beings 
called  corporations,  as  well  as  natural  persons/ 

Mr.  Coxe,  for  the  prisoner,  in  reply,  stated, 

a  2  East^t  Cro.  Law,  0S^\     1  Leach,  2l5. 
k  2  ImL  756. 

c  1  Mod.  Rep.  164.     1    Woodes.  Rep.  19^.     l  Bl.  Comm. 
476. 
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that  in  order  to  determine  the  questions  in  the    1926. 
case,  it  was  important  to  consider  the  character 
of  the  offence  created  by  the  statute,  and  charged 
in  the  indictment. 

In  ordinary  cases  of  crime,  the  act  charged 
is,  in  itself,  criminal ;  the  intent  to  commit  the 
offence  is  legally  inferred  from  the  act  itself.  In 
murder,  the  act  of  killing  draws  after  it  the  legal 
inference  of  the  malice  prepense ;  in  larceny, 
the  act  of.  taking  the  property  of  another  proves 
the  animus  furandij  and  so  in  other  instances. 
The  intent,  or  mental  design,  is,  in  all  these  in- 
stances, proved  by  the  act,  and  this  intent  is  co- 
extensive with  the  act  done*  In  the  present 
case,  however,  the  act  done  by  the  accused  is  in- 
nocent and  legal  in  itself.  He  was  the  owner  of 
the  vessel — ^so  charged  in  the  indictment.  In  that 
character  he  might  destroy  his  own  property 
ifithoift  being  chargeable  with  any  evil  disposi- 
tion or  design.  The  simple  act  of  destruction 
is,  then,  evidence  of  no  criminality.  Whence, 
then,  does  the  criminality  arise  ?  From  the  in- 
tent to  prejudice. the  underwriter*  This  intent 
is  the  hidden  operation  of  the  mind,  legally  to 
be  inferred  from  certain  facts  positively  proved. 
Those  facts,  which  alone  can  warrant  this  infe- 
rence, are,  first,  that  such  a  person  exute  as  the 
indictment  charges  that  he  designed  to  preju- 
dice ;  second,  that  such  person  was  in  the  situa- 
tion which  made  such  act  likely  to  prove  prejudi- 
cial. The  first,  therefore,  requires  that  such  a 
party  should  be  in  existence ;  the  second,  that  his 
relation  should  be  proved  to  subsist. 

Vol.  XI.  M 
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1826.  It  18  essential,  then,  that  it  should  appear  in 
proof  that  there  was  such  a  corporation  as  the 
Boston  Insurance  Company,  because,  unless 
such  a  party  existed,  the  law  cannot  infer  the 
design  to  prejudice  it*  It  is  equally  essential, 
that  a  valid  policy  of  insurance  should  be  proved, 
because,  unless  that  party  was  placed  in  the 
situation  in  which  it  could  be  injured  by  the  de- 
struction of  the  vessel,  it  is  impossible  that  such 
a  design  can  be  inferred. 

These  circumstances,  then,  are  of  the  very 
essence  of  the  crime  charged,  and  must  be  esta- 
blished by  plenary  proof.  How,  then,  is  the  ex- 
istence of  the  corporation  to  be  proved  ?  In 
cases  in  which  it  is  a  plaintiff,  it  must  also  prove 
its  existence ;  and  this  is  to  be  done  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  charter,  or  the  act  of  incorpora- 
tion/ It  cannot  be  pleaded  in  abatement  by  a 
defendant,  sued  by  a  corporation,  that  there  is 
no  such  corporation,  because,  as  that  fact  must 
be  necessarily  proved  as  part  of  the  title,  it  is  in- 
cluded in  the  general  issue.  In  the  case  of  the 
United  States  v.  Johns,^  (more  fully,  as  to  this 
point,  reported  in  a  MS.  statement  of  the  case 
by  Mr.  Justice  Washington,)  on  an  indictment 
under  this  act  of  Congress,  proof  of  the  act  of 
incorporation  was  required  and  produced. 

That  there  should  be  a  valid  and  subsisting 
policy  is  equally  essential.  Unless  there  was 
such  a  policy,  covering  the  identical  property, 
upon  the  very  voyage  in  which  the  vessel  was  en- 

a  2  Lord  Raym.  1535.  b  4  Daii.  Rep.  412. 
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gagedy  covering  such  a  risk,  and  known  .to  the  1826. 
accased,  the  law  cannot  intend  that  he  designed 
to  prejudice  the  underwriter.  The  rule  of  law 
is,  that  if  every  fact  laid  in  the  indictment  may 
be  true,  and  yet  the  accused  may  be  innocent  of 
any  offence^  the  indictment  is  defective/  If  es- 
sential to  lay  it  in  the  indictment,  it  is  equally 
eissential  to  establish  it  by  testimony.  Unless, 
therefore,  it  be  proved,  that  there  was  a  valid 
policy,  there  could  be  no  underwriter  who  could 
be  injured.  There  might  be  a  policy  covering 
the  vessel  against  capture  by  the  enemy,  against 
destruction  by  fire,  upon  a  different  voyage  from 
that  which  the  vessel  was  pursuing.  Under  such 
circumstances,  the  law  would  not  infer  the  inten- 
tion to  prejudice  the  underwriter.  The  case  of 
the  King  v.  GilUon^^  appears  decisive  of  this 
question,  so  far  as  its  authority  is  recognised. 
And,  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Johns, 
the  Court  held,  it  was  essential  to  prove  a  valid 
subsisting  policy. 

As  to  the  supposed  analogous  cases  of  forgery 
cited  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  all  cases  of 
forgery  necessarily  imply,  that  the  instruments 
are  in  themselves  invalid ;  that  they  are  false  in 
reality  is  of  the  essence  of  the  crime,  which  con- 
sists in  the  representation  of  such  void  instru- 
ments to  be  valid,  with  intent  to  deceive  some- 
body. Such  deception  is  practised  upon  third 
persons,  not  upon  those  whose  names  are  forged. 
Were  a  man  indicted  for  representing  a  forged 

a  Dougl.  Rep.  153.  6  1  Taunt.  Rep.  9^. 
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1926.    will  to  be  a  geEoioe  one,  with  intent  to  defraud  a 
>-f^i!^  person  ahown  to  be  dead,  or  never  to  have  been 

The  U.  S.   ^  .         -   1     ,  ■      i. 

T.  t»  rerum  naturaj  it  might  bear  upon  the  formw 
^"'^^  point  raised  in  this  case.  Upon  this  point  the/ 
can  have  no  bearing  whatever.  Unless  the  in- 
strument charged  to  be  forged  is  proved  to  be 
falsoi  there  can  be  no  conviction  for  foi;gery. 
Unless,  in  this  case,  the  policy  is  prowd  to  be 
valid,  we  insist  the  same  conclusion  foUowa* 
The  essence  of  that  crime  is  the  reprefientation 
of  a  false  instrument  to  be  a  genuine  one ;  the 
giet  of  the  offence  here  is,  that  a  party  was  in 
such  a  predicament  that  he  might  be  injured  by 
the  act  of  the  prisoner,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  policy  was  a  valid  one*  The  deception  in 
that  case  might  be  equally  successful,  and,  there- 
fore, equally  injurious,  whether  the  bill  purport- 
ed to  be  made  by  a  dead  man  or  by  a  living  one, 
whether  the  person  who  purported  to  be  the 
drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  was  in  existence  or 
not;  and,  therefore,  that  circumstance  could 
make  no  difference.  In  this  case,  no  person 
could  be  injured  unless  there  was  a  valid  policy 
of  insurance,  and,  therefore,  the  proof  of  such 
policy  is  essential.  If  it  be  essential  that  a  valid 
policy  should  be  proved,  (which,  in  itself,  includes 
the  proof  of  a  legally  subsisting  corporation,)  in 
what  manner,  and  by  what  species  of  evidence, 
is  this  to  be  made  out  ?  By  producing  the  act  of 
incorporation  or  charter.  Was,  then,  the  exem- 
plification of  the  acts  of  the  Massachusetts  le- 
gislature, in  this  case,  sufficient  ?  The  statute 
of  Congress  directs^  that  the  legislative  acts  of 
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the  several  States  should  be  proyed  by  the  an«  1826. 
nexalion  of  the  great  seal.  But  this  provision  ^hTiL^ 
WBB  merely  in  affirmance  of  the  comiUQO  lavr*  v. 
aad  was  not  designed  to  dispense  with  any  of  ^  ^* 
the  rules  of  the  common  law.  The  seal  of  the 
State  proves  itself,  and  may  also  prove  the  truth 
of  the  certificate  which  it  purports  to  sanction, 
but  that  certificate  ought  to  show,  in  its  terms, 
that  it  was  affixed  by  some  one  having  authority 
to  affix  it.  These  papers  are,  evidently,  from 
the  face  of  them,  torn  from  some  printed  book, 
full  of  erasures  and  interlineations  not  enume- 
rated in  the  certificate.  These  printed  papers 
are  not  connected  directly  with  the  seal.  The 
seal  is  on  a  distinct  piece  of  white  paper,  and  by 
a  single  thread  these  pretended  acts  of  the  legis- 
lature are  connected  with  that.  Some  essential 
parts  are  again  connected  with  those  through 
which  the  thread  passes  by  wafers.  Does  the 
seal  prove  these  ?  If  a  thread  or  wafer  were 
now  to  be  used  to  connect  either,  or  any  of  these 
sheets,  with  a  newspaper,  it  would  be  equally  well 
authenticated.  These  acts  are  not  fully  given. 
They  do  not  include  the  evidence  of  enactment, 
nor  do  they  contain  the  attestation  of  those  offi- 
cers whose  signatures  are  essential.  These  are 
constituent  parts  of  every  legislative  act.  They 
are  all  upon  the  original  rolls.  The  evidence 
offered  is,  then,  merely  of  extracts,  or  parts  of 
the  acts,  not  entire  copies. 

It  is  not  only  essential  that  the  act  should  be 
exhibited,  but  it  should  also  be  proved  that  the 
Company  went  into  existence,  and  continued  to 
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1826.     subsist.     The  grant  of  the  charter  most  be  ac* 

^^Jpjj^  cepted  by  the  voluntary  consent  of  those  whom 

T.       it  designed  to  incorporate,  otherwise  it  will  be 

Amedy.     y^jj  «    rjxy^^  Corporation  might  also  have  become 

extinct, — ^it  may  have  been  dissolved, — ^the  char- 
ter may  have  been  forfeited. 

As  to  the  question  whether  a  corporation  is  a 
person,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, the  case  from  Leach  and  East  is  the  only 
case  which  has  been  referred  to,  in  which  the 
question  has  occurred  in  a  criminal  prosecution. 
It  has  been  suggested,  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
such  a  question  was,  in  fact,  decided.  East 
states  it  positively ;  in  the  last  edition  of  Leach, 
the  assertion  is  reiterated,  and  it  is  sanctioned  by 
the  last  editor  of  Camyn^s  Digest,  and  other 
authorities.^ 

March  im,     Mr.  Justice  Story  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 

The  first  question  for  consideration  is,  whether 
the  evidence  of  the  act  of  incorporation  of  the 
Boston  Insurance  Company,  disclosed  upon  the 
record,  was  admissible  as  a  sufficient  verification 
thereof.  It  is  matter  of  most  serious  regret, 
than  an  exemplification  so  loose  and  irregular, 
should  have  been  permitted  to  have  found  its 
way  into  any  Court  of  justice.  As  it  has,  it  is 
our  duty  to  decide  upon  its  legal  sufficiency.     It 

a  4  Com.  Dig.  468.  Note  (a)  Am.  ed. 

h  4  Corn,  Dig.  Note  (t).  Russell  on  Crimes,  1495. 
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is  under  the  seal  of  the  State,  and  verified  by  the     1 826. 
signature  of  its  Secretary.  TiTu^ 

It  is  said  that  this  is  not  enough,  and  that  it        v. 
ought  to  be  shown,  that  the  Secretary  had  autho-    f^^^^J^  ^^ 
rity  to  do  such  acts.     This  objection  must  be  de-  **»•• »«  "f  »»- 

•  J     1  V  .         .  if     /  /.  ^  corporation 

cided  by  an  examination  of  the  act  of  Congress  auffidenu 
of  the  26th  of  May,  1 790,  prescribing  the  mode 
in  which  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial 
proceedings  of  each  State,  shall  be  authenticated, 
so  as  to  take  effect  in  every  other  State.  That 
act  provides,  '*  that  the  acts  of  the  legislatures 
of  the  several  States,  shall  be  authenticated  by 
having  the  seal  of  their  respective  States  affixed 
thereto.*'  No  other  or  further  formality  is  re- 
quired ;  and  the  seal  itself  is  supposed  to  import 
absolute  verity.  The  annexation  must,  in  the 
absence  of  all  contrary  evidence,  always  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  by  a  person  having  the  custody 
thereof,  and  competent  authority  to  do  the  act. 
We  know,  in  point  of  fact,  that  the  constitution 
of  Massachusetts  has  declared,  '^  that  the  re- 
cords of  the  Commonwealth  shall  be  kept  in  the 
office  of  the  Secretary."  But  our  opinion  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  ground,  that  the  act  of  Congress 
requires  no  other  authentication  than  the  seal 
of  the  State. 

The  other  objections  to  the  exemplification 
are,  that  the  acts  are  printed  copies,  with  era- 
sures and  written  interlineations,  not  sd  annexed 
as  to  afford  perfect  certainty  that  they  are  the 
identical  copies  to  which  the  Secretary's  certi- 
ficate was  originally  annexed.  We  think  these 
objections  cannot  be  maintained  in  point  of  law. 
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1826.  The  copies  must  be  presumed  to  be  the  original 
copies,  in  the  same  state  in  which  they  were  ori- 
ginaHy  annexed.  Any  subsequent  alteration  or 
subtraction  would  be  a  public  crime  of  high  enor- 
mity ;  and  the  coinmission  of  a  crime  is  not  to 
be  presumed.  The  certificate  of  the  Secretary^ 
taken  together,  shows  that  he  did  not  mean  to 
state  that  the  printed  copies  had  not  been  varied 
by  writing,  so  as  to  be  true  copies,  for  he  adds  the 
phrase,  they  are  now  true  copies  of  tl^  original 
acts.  The  original  print  is  still  visible  through* 
out,  and  the  alterations  in  writing  are  mere  ver- 
bal alterations,  not  in  the  slightest  degree  vary- 
ing the  sense  or  effect  of  any  single  clause  in 
which  they  occur ;  and,  to  afford  additional  proof 
of  identity,  the  Secretary  has  on  each  copy  an- 
nexed his  own  signature,  with  an  attestation 
of  its  beiqg  a  true  copy.  There  is,  tlierefore, 
no  presumption,  from  the  face  of  the  papers,  or 
otherwise,  of  any  alteration  or  addition  since 
the  seal  of  the  State  was  annexed.  The  annexa- 
tion of  thte  usual  attestation  of  the  enactment 
and  signatures  to  the  acts  was  not  necessary. 
It  is  sufficient  that  their  existence  and  time  of 
legal  enactment  is  shown. 

Our  opinion,  therefore,  upon  this  question  is, 
that  the  papers  were  properly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence. 

The  ne^t  question  is,  whether  before  the 
policy  of  insurance,  underwritten  by  the  Boston 
Insurance  Company,  could  be  given  in  evidence, 
it  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  subscription  to 
the  stock,  and  the  payment  of  such  subscription 
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BB  required  by  the  act  of  incorporation  had  beefi    1926$ 
made.    In  our  opinion,  it  was  not.    This  is  n<>C  ^^^^^^^ 
th»  case  where  a  suit  is  brought  by  the  corporation        ▼• 
to  enforce  its  rights,  where,  if  the  fact  of  it^  le-    ^J^JJ^^^g^ 
gal  existence  is  put  in  controversy  upon  the  issue,  ^l^^^y^^ 
the  corporation  may  be  called  upon  to  establish  ^  ^^^  p»'^  ^^ 
Its  existence.    The  case  of  Henrupiei  and  Van  uon,  wioi  the 
Majf$e8  V.   The  Dutch   Weift  India  Com/Mmy^  charter,     im 
cited  in  2  Lord  Raym.  1535.  as  decided  be- ence*  uoteltnc . 
fore  Lord  King,  whatever  may  be  its  authority, 
was  of  that  sort,  and,  therefore,  carries  with  it  an 
obvious  distinction  ;  nor  is  this  the  case  of  a  qao 
warranto^  where  the  government  calls  upon  the 
eompany  to  establish  its  legal  corporate  powers 
^nd  organization.     The  case  here  is  of  a  public 
prosecution  for  a  crime,  where  the  corporation 
18  no  pwty,  and  is  merely  collaterally  introduced 
as  being  intended  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  com* 
ttission  of  the  crime.  Under  such  circumstances, 
we  think,  nothing  more  was  necessary  for  the  go- 
vemmept  to  prove,  than  that  the  company  was  de 
facto  organized,  and  acting  as  an  insuruice  compa* 
ny  and  corporation.  The  very  procurement  of  a  po- 
Ucy  by  the  prisoner,  to  be  executed  by  the  compa- 
nyy  wa«of  itself  prima  fade  evidence  for  such  a 
purpose.     In  cases  of  the  murder  of  officers,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  prove  that  they  are  (^eers  by 
pfodoeing  their  commissions.    It  is  sufficient  to' 
dMw  that  they  act  de  facto  as  such.    In  cases  of 
piracy,  it  has  been  held  sufficient  to  establish  the 
proprietary  title  to  the  ship  by  evidence  of  ac- 
toat  poeaessioa  of  the  party  claiming  to  be  owner. 

Vofi.  XI.  52 
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1826.    These  are  analogous  cases,  and  furnish  strong 
"^IIJJ^^JlJ^  illustrations  of  the  general  principle. 

▼.  The  same,  answer  may  be  ffiven  to  another  oh- 

.  jection,  and  that  is,  that  the  policy  ought  to  have 
uii"of  thV5^ '^^^^  proved  to  be  executed  by  the  authority  of 
ik*2wn^?ffice«*^®^^°^P^°y»  ^^  ®"^^  manner  as  to  be  binding  on 
^'  *  A  ^'*Mo  ^^^^'  '^^^  actual  execution  of  the  pohcy  by  the 
BuiicicDt.  'known  officers  of  the  company  de /octo,  is  suffi- 
cient. 
^ueatioo  upon     The  noxt  quostion  arises  upon  the  instruction 

the       iastriie-  ^  * 

uoBj  of  the  of  the  Court,  *^  that  it  was  not  material  whether 

Court    to   the 

S^Tj.  the   company  was  incorporated  or  not ;  and  it 

was  not  material  whether  the  policy  were  valid  in 
law  qr  not ;  that  the  prisoner's  guilt  did  not  de* 
pend  upon  th^  legal  obligation  of  the  policy ; 
but  upon  the  question  whether  he  had  wilfully 
and  corruptly  cast  away  the  vessel,  as  charged  ia 
the  indictment,  with  intent  to  injure  the  actual 
underwriters."  We  think  this  opinion  correct* 
The  act  of  Congress  of  the  26th  of  March,  1801, 
ch.  40.  on  which  this  indictment  is  framed,  de- 
clares, **  that  if  any  person  shall,  on  the  high 
seas,  wilfully  and  corruptly  cast  away,.&c.  any. 
ship  or  vessel,  of  which  he  is  owner,  &c.  with 
intent  or  design  to  prejudice  any  person  or  per- 
sons that  hath  underwritten^  or  shall .  under-- 
write^  any  policy  or  policies  of  insurance  there- 
on, &c.  the  person  or  persons  offending  therein, 
&c.  &c.  shall  suffer  death.  The  law  punishes 
.  the  act  when  done  with  an  intent  to  prejudice ; 
it  does  not  require  that  there  should  be  an  actual 
prejudice.  The  prejudice  intended  is  to  be  to  a 
person  who  has  underwritten,  or  shall  under- 
write, a  policy  thereon,  which,  for  aught  the  pri- 
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doner  knows,  is  valid ;  and  does  not  prescribe  1826. 
that  the  policy  should  be  valid,  so  that  a  recovery  ^pJITu^ 
could  be  had  thereon.  It  points  to  the  intended  ▼• 
prejudice  of  an  underwriter  de  facto.  The  cade  ^ 
of  the  King  v.  Cfillsony  (I  Taunt.  jRep.  95« 
2  Leackj  1007.)  did  not  turn  upon  this  point. 
That  was  an  indictment  for  maliciously  setting 
fire  to  a  house,  with  intent  to  defraud  the  London 
Assurance  Company  of  houses  and  goods  from 
fire.  It  was  necessary  to  prove  that  the  house- 
hold goods  in  the  house  had  been  actually  in- 
sured for  the  prisoner  by  the  company.  A  policy 
had  been  executed  by  the  company,  on  these 
goods,  in  another  house,  and  subsequently,  upon , 
the  removal  of  the  prisoner  to  the  house  set  on 
fire,  a  memorandum  was  endorsed  on  the  policy, 
agreeing  that  the  removal  of  the  goods  should 
be  allowed.  This  meqiorandum  was  unstamped, 
and  by  statute  was  not  admissible  in^  evidence. 
Six  Judges  against ^i96  held  the  evidence  inad* 
missible,  upon  the  ground  that  the  prohibition 
was  intended  to  be  universal.  The  existence, 
therefore,  of  the  insurance  itself,  could  not  be 
established.  If  there  had  been  proof  that  ^  the 
policy  was  executed,  the  question  might  have 
arisen,  whether  it  was  necessary  further  to  prove 
its  legal  validity  in  all  other  respects.  The  ar- 
gument at  the  bar,  drawn  from  the  known  law  as 
to  forgeries,  is,  we  think,  pertinent.  In  those 
cases,  when  they  depend  on  the  common  law, 
actual  prejudice  is  not  necessary  to  be  proved ; 
.  and,  of  course,  the  validity  of  the  instrument  is 
entirely  waived. 
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1826.        Another  quMtion,  not  raiMd  in  Uie  CSoint  be* 

^^^^1^^  }ow>  has  been  argued  here,  and  upon  which,  an  it 

▼.        10  vital  to  the  prosecution,  we  feel  ourselves  caU«- 

^'     ed  upon  to  express  an  opinion.     It  is,  that  a  cor- 

The  term  per-  poratiou  is  uot  a  pcTson  withiu  the  meania^  of 

son  or  perioru,  \  ^  ° 

in  the  act  oftho  dct  of  Congrcss.    If  there  had  been  anjset* 
teods  to  cor-  tlod  coufse  of  decisious  on  this  subject,  in  orimi* 

porations  and        .  i        i  i  .    •    i       - 

bodies  politic,  nal  oascs,  we  should  certainly,  m  a  prosecution 
of  this  nature,  yield  to  such  a  construction  of  the 
act.  But  there  is  no  such  course  of  decisions. 
The  mischief  intended  to  be  reached  by  the  sta* 
tute  is  the  same,  whether  it  respects  private  or 
e^rpartUe  persons.  That  oorporatiomi  are,  in 
law,  for  civil  purposes,  deemed  persons,  is  un- 
questionable. And  the  citation  from  2  In$i. 
7S6.  establishes,  that  they  are  so  deemed 
Wit&xn  the  purview  of  penal  statutes.  Lord 
Goke»  there,  in  commenting  on  the  statute  of 
31  EUe.  ch.  7.  respecting  the  erection  of  cot* 
lages,  where  the  word  used  is,  *'  no  permm  shall/' 
^.  BBfBf  ^*  this  extends  as  wdil  to  persons  poli- 
He  and  imearporatef  as  to  natural  persons  wh^* 
0oever.''  In  the  case  of  the  Kimg  v.  Harri$onf 
(I  Lemck,  180.  2  EasfB  PI.  Cro.  927.  988.)  it 
may,  perhaps,  be  matter  of  some  doubt,  whedier 
Ike  point  was  actually  decided  by  the  Court.  But, 
It  it  was,  it  mainly  rested  upon  a  peculiarity  of 
eoDstruction  which  grew  out  of  the  statute  of  31 
Creo.  II.  ch.  22.  s.  78.  which  professed  to  eure 
dotdiits  of  the  meaning  of  these  words  in  other 
antecedent  statutes  upon  similar  subjects,  leaving 
that  on  which  the  indictment  was  framed  un* 
touched.    Finding,   therefore,   no  authority  at 
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commoii  \tWj  which  OTerthrows  the  doctrine  of    18S0L 
Lord  Cokot  we  do  not  think  that  we  are  cntided  .^^jJ^Tiltiiape. 
to  engraft  any  such  constructire  exception  upon 
the  text  of  the  statute. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  to  be  certified  to  the 
Gircuit  Court  of  Virginia^  that  the  decisions  of 
that  Coort,  upon  the  points  of  law  arising  at  the 
trial,  were  correctly  decided. 

CERTIFICATE.  This  causc  came  on  to  be 
heard  on  the  certificate  of  division  of  opiniooa 
of  the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court,  Slc^  On 
consideration  whereof,  it  is  adjumsbd  by  the 
Ooort,  that  it  be  certified  to  the  said  Circuit 
Court,  that  the  points  of  law  ruled  by  the  said 
Circuit  Court  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  upon 
which  the  same  Courts  upon  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  were  divided  in  opinion,  were,  in  all  re- 
spects, correctly  decided  by  the  said  Court  at  the 
trial. 


(PSACTICB.1 

* 

The  AifTELOPE.    The  Vice  Consuls  of  Spain 

and  Portugal,  LibdlanU. 

Bxphmatloii  of  the  former  decree  of  the  Coart  in  the  same  cause, 

anfe,  Vol.  X.  p.  66. 

Cbbtificate.    a  mandate  having  issued  to 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Georgia,  to 
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182G.     carry  into  execution  the  decree  of  this  Conrt 
^'tr^r^  pronounced  at  the  February  term,  1825,  to  ddi- 
▼.       ver  certain  Africans,  in  the  said  decree  mention- 
^^gJtJj^ed,  to  the  Spanish  consul  for  Spanish  claimants, 
and  the  Judges  of  that  Court  having  been  divided 
in  opinion  respecting  the  mode  of  designating 
the  said  slaves  so  to  be  delivered,  and  separating 
them  from  others  to  be  delivered  to  the  United 
States,  whether  the  same  should  be  made  by  lot, 
or  upon  proof  on  the  part  of  the  Spanish  claim- 
ant, it  is  ORDBRBD  to  be  certified  to  the  said  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Georgia,  that  in  executing  the  said 
mandate,  the  Africans  to  be  delivered  must  be 
designated  by  proof  made  to  the  satisfaction  of 
that  Court. 


Him 


llvli414 
105f  828 
lOfTf  627 


[Practice.] 

Williams,  Plaintiff  in  Errovy 

against  , 
The  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of 
THE  Bank  of  the  United  States,  Defendants 
in  Error. 

Where  there  is  a  joint  judgmeiit  against  several  defendants,  and  one 
onlj  sues  out  the  writ  of  error  without  joining  the  others,  it  is  irre- 
gular ;  but  if  the  others  refuse  to  join  in  it,  fturre,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff may  not  have  summons  and  severanpe  ? 

m.      IN  thist^ase,  in  which  Mr.  Wr^ht  was  for  the 
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plaintiff  in  error^  and  Mr.  Websterj  for  the  de-    1926. 
fendants : 


Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  stated,  that  the 
writ  of  error  must  be  dismissedi  it  having  issued 
irregularly.  The  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Ohio  was  a  joint  judgment,  upon  a  joint  ac* 
tion  for  money  lent,  against  three  defendants ; 
and  the  writ  of  error  was  sued  out  by  one  of  the 
defendants,  in  his  own  name  only,  without  joining 
the  others.  The  Court  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
writ  of  error  ought  to  have  been  in  the  name  of 
the  three ;  and  if  the  others  should  refuse  to  join 
in  it,  that  it  would  deserve  consideration  whether 
the  present  plaintiff  might  not  have  summons 
and  severance. 

Writ  of  error  dismissed. 


Barnes 

T. 

WUliams. 


[Practic*.] 

Babnbs  and  Others  againU  Williams. 

Where,  io  a  spedal  verdict,  the  essential  faets  are  not  distinctly  found 
bj  the  jary,  although  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  establish  them, 
this  Court  will  not  render  a  judgment  upon  such  an  imperfect 
special  verdict,  but  will  remand  the  cause  to  the  Court  below,  with 
directions  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 

THIS  case  was  argued  by  Mr.  Wickliffe  and    Feb.  m 


M 
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lfl26.    Mr.  Talhat,  for  the  plaintiffs,  aod  by  Mr.  WkiJU 

and  Mr.  haacks^  for  the  defendant. 


Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshal!,  stated,  that,  upon 
Ftb.  7th.  inspecting  the  record,  it  had  been  discoveredt 
that  the  special  verdict  found  in  the  case  was  too 
imperfect  to  enable  the  Court  to  render  a  judg- 
ment upon  it.  The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  being 
founded  upon  a  bequest  of  certain  slaves,  it  waa 
essential  to  a  recovery  at  law,  that  the  assent  of 
the  executor  to  the  legacy  should  be  proved. 
Although,  in  ihe  opinion  of  the  Court,  there  waa 
sufficient  evidence  in  the  special  verdict  from 
which  the  jury  might  have  found  the  fact,  yet 
they  have  not  found  it,  aod  the  Court  could  not^ 
upon  a  special  verdict,  intend  it.  The  special 
verdict  was  defective  in  stating  the  evidence  of 
the  fact,  instead  of  the  fact  itself.  It  was  impos- 
sible, therefore,  that  a  judgment  could  be  pro- 
nounced  for  the  plaintiff.  So,  as  to  the  defend- 
ant's defence  under  the  statute  of  limitations, 
the  special  verdict  did  not  find  any  facts  by  which 
the  Court  could  ascertain  at  what  time  the  right 
of  action  accrued.  It  was  not  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  ever  resident  in  the 
same  State  at  the  same  time.  Although  it  was 
found,  that  E.  D.  Barnes,  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
came  into  the  State  of  Tennessee  after  he  mx^ 
rived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  more 
than  three  years  before  the  suit  was  brought,  yet 
it  was  not  found,  that  during  any  part  of  that 
time,  the  defendant,  Williams,  was  resident  in 
that  State.    The  case  was,  therefore,  too  imper- 
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fectly  stated  to  enable  the  Court  to  decide  the    1826. 
questions  upon  which  the  opinionsof  the  Judges  ^JjJTu]^ 
of  the   Circuit  Court    were  opposed,  and  the        ▼• 
cause  was  remanded  to  that  Court,  with  direc* 
tions  to  award  a  venire  facias  de  novo. 


[CoNSTRcrcTion  OF  Statute.] 

The  United  States  v.  KELLTand  Others. 

Although  the  Crimes  Act  of  1790,  c.  56.  [ii.]  s.  12.  does  not  define 
the  offence  of  endtawmring  to  makt  a  revoU,  it  is  competent  for 
the  Court  to  gife  a  judicial  definition  of  it. 

The  offence  consists  in  the  endeavour  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel,  or  any 
one  or  more  of  them,  to  overthrow  the  legitimate  authority  of  the 
commander,  with  intent  to  remove  him  from  his  command,  or 
against  his  will  to  take  possession  of  the  vessel  by  assuming  the 
government  and  navigation  of  her,  or  by  transferring  their  obe- 
dience from  the  lawful  commander  to  some  other  person. 

THE  defendants,  Kelly  and  others,  were  in- 
dicted in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  for  that  the  defendants,  on  the 
24th  of  December,  1824,  being  seamen  on  board 
a  merchant  vessel  of  the  United  States,  called 
the  Lancaster,  on  the  high  seas,  feloniously  en- 
deavoured  to  make  a  revolt  in  the  said  vessel, 
contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress  of  the  30th  of 
April,  1790,  c.  36.  [ix.]  s.  12.  The  defendants 
were  found  guilty,  and  moved  the  Court  in  arrest 

Vol.  XI.  53 


K*y. 
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1826.  of  judgmeatt  upon  the  ground^  <'  that  the  act  of 
)fll^^y^  Cofigreas  does  not  define  the  offence  of  endea* 
v..  vouring  to  make  a  revolt,  and  that  it  was  not 
oompetent  to  the  Court  to  give  a  jndioial  defiat- 
tion  of  a  crime  heretofore  unknown."  The  opi«- 
nions  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  below  being 
divided  upon  this  motion,  the  ease  was  certified 
to  this  Court  for  determination. 

March  M.  The  cause  was  submitted  without  argument 
by  the  Altamey  General  for  the  United  States, 
no  counsel  appearing  for  the  prisoners. 

March  icMA.      Mr.  Justicc  WASHINGTON  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  Court. 

This  case  comes  before  the  Court  upon  a  cer- 
tificate of  a  division  <if  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylva- 
nia^ upon  the  following  point  asisigned  by  the  de- 
fendafits  as  a  reason  in  arrest  of  judgment,  tiz. 
^*  that  the  act  of  Congress  does  not  define  the  of- 
fence of  endeavouring  to  make  a  revolt,  and  it  is 
not  competent  to  the  Court  to  give  a  judicial  defi- 
nition of  an  ofience  heretofore  uaknown.** 

This  Court  is  of  opinion,  that  although  the 
act  of  Congress  does  not  define  this  offence,  it 
is,  nevertheless,  competent  to  the  Court  to  give 
a  judicial  definition  of  it.  We  think,  that  the 
offence  consists  in  the  endeavour  of  the  crew  of 
a  vessel,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  to  over- 
throw the  legitimate  authority  of  her  coquman- 
der,  with  intent  to  remove  him  from  his  com- 
mand, or  against  his  will  to  take  possession  of 
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the  vessel  by  assumiDg  the  government  and  navi-     1836. 
gation  of  her,  or  by  transferring  their  obedience  rJIJJTu^ 
from  the  lawfal  commander  to  some  other  per-    ^  r. 
son. 


TappilK 


CertilScate  accordingly. 


[CO!rsTRucTtoir  or  StItutk.] 

The  United  States  against  Tappan  and  Others. 

* 

The  words  ^  true  value,*'  in  the  11th  section  of  the  duty  act  of  the 
20th  of  April,  1818,  c.  861.  ftnean  the  actual  co«t  of  the  goods  to 
the  importer  at  the  (Ihioe  frdAi  whieH  they  were  impattoA,  «nd  not 
the  eufrtfU  mofkU  fmtui  of  the  goods  at  sveh  plaee* 

If  the  Collector,  in  fact,  suspects  that  the  goods  are  invoiced  below 
the  eurrefU  market  value  thereof,  at  the  place  from  which  (hey 
w^ie  imported,  bat  ddes  not  suApeet  that  they  were  Invoiced  UAoif 
the  Ime  amd  actual  cost  thereof  to  the  importer,  the  Collector  ba5 
no  right  to  direct  an  appraisement. 

But,  whenever,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Collector,  there  is  just  ground 
to  suspect  that  the  invoice  does  not  truly  state  the  actual  cost  of  the 
^ooda^  he  may  direct  the  appralaemeilt,  and  b  not  bound  to  dis- 
close the  grounds  upon  which  he  forms  that  opinion^  whether  it  is 
formed  from  his  knowledge  or  information  of  the  curreni  marka 
ffiee  of  the  goods,  or  other  circamstiinces  atfording  grounds  to 
suspect  the  invoice  to  be  fraadulent. 

THIS  cause  was  argued  by  the  Attorney  Oe^  ManhWi. 
neral  and  Mr.  Dlakt,  for  the  plaintiffiii  a»d  by 
Mr.  Webster,  for  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Justice  Thompson  delivered  the  opinion  Marf^xmk' 
of  the  Court. 
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This  is  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  duty  bond^ 

TheU  s  ^^^^^  ^^®  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^  ^^  April,  1818.  Upon 
▼.  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
^^'    Massachusetts,  the  following  questions  arose  : 

1.  Whether  the  words  "  true  valvt^^^  in  the 
11th  section  of  the  act  of  the  20th  of  April, 
1818,  meant  the  current  market  value  of  such 
goods  at  the  place  from  which  they  were  import- 
ed, or  the  true  and  actual  cost  thereof  to  the 
importer  at  such  place. 

2.  Whether,  if  the  Collector  did,  in  fact,  sus- 
pect that  the  goods  were  invoiced  below  the  cur- 
rent market  valve  thereof,  at  the  place  from 
which  they  were  imported,  but  did  not  suspect 
that  they  were  invoiced  below  the  true  and  ac^ 
tual  cost  thereof  to  the  importer,  the  Collector 
had  ia  right  to  direct  an  appraisement. 

3.  Whether,  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Collec- 
tor^ there  was  just  ground  to  suspect  that  the 
goods  were  invoiced  below  the  current  market 
valve  of  the  same,  at  the  place  from  whence 
they  were  imported,  then  the  said  Collector  had 
a  right  to  direct  the  same  to  be  appraised  in  the 
manner  prescribed  in  the  11th  section  of  the  be- 
forementioned  act  of  Congress. 

Upon  which  questions  the  Judges  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  were  opposed  in  opinion,  and  they  are 
brought  up  to  this  Court  for  decision. 
The  Avords     It  scomed  to  bc  admitted  on  the  argument  at 
in  the  iitb  sec-  the  bar,  that  the  answers  to  these  questions  would 

tion  of  the  act   i  i   •  .  •/•  ^         .•       i 

of  1818,  im- depend  in  a  great  measure,  if  not  entirely,  upon 
{hinVa^fl"/^'/ ^  "^o^®  general  inquiry  with  respect  to  the  ba^ 
^'^'^  on  which  the  ad  valorem  rate  of  duties  is  to  be 
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estimated ;  whether  upon  the  actual  coi^t  of  the  1826. 
goods,  or  the  current  market  value  thereof,  at  the  JJTu^ 
place  from  which  they  were  imported.  That,  v. 
prior  to  the  act  of  1818,  ncf  rnhnem  duties  were  ^"W*"' 
to  be  estimated  upon  the  actual  cont  of  the 
goods,  cannot  admit  of  a  doubt.  In  one  of  the 
earliest  acts  of  Congn^ss  passed  on  this  subject 
in  the  year  1789,  (2  L.  U.  S.  22.)  this  was  as- 
sumed as  the  basis.  The  act  declares,  that  the 
ad  valorem  rates  of  duty  upon  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,  at  the  place  of  importation,  sb^l 
be  estimated  by  adding  twenty  per  cent,  to  the 
actual  cost  thereof,  if  imported  from  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  or  from  any  place  beyond  the  same, 
and  ten  per  cent,  on  the  actual  cost  thereof ^  if 
imported  from  any  other  plnce  or  country,  exclu* 
sive  of  charges  In  the  act  passed  but  a  few 
days  before  (2  L.  U.  8.  5.)  after  the  enumera- 
tion of  certain  articles  subject  to  an  ad  valorem 
duty,  it  is  declared,  ''  that  on  all  other  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise,  five  per  cent,  on  the  va- 
lue thereof  bX  the  time  and  place  of  importation,-' 
shall  be  laid.  The  word  value,  as  here  used, 
cannot  be  understood  in  any  other  sense  than 
the  words  actual  cost,  in  the  act  passed  only 
twenty- seven  days  after.  It  would  be  unreason- 
able to  suppose  that,  in  the  former  act,  market 
value  was  established  as  the  basis,  and  in  the 
latter  a  new  rule  introduced  under  the  terms  ac- 
tual cost,  with  a  view  to  any  change  of  the  basis* 
It  is  more  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  value  and 
actual  cost,  were  intended  to  import  the  same 
meaning.    And,  in  other  parts  of  the  laws  on 
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1896.  this  subject,  where  these  terms  are  used  in 
reference  to  the  rule  by  which  the  dudes  are 
to  be  estimated,  they  are  to  be  taken  in  the 
tame  sense,  and  to  be  understood  as  a  va- 
ried  mode  of  conveying  the  same  idea.  (2  L. 
U.  a.  22.  3  voL  ed.  185.)  In  the  act  of 
1799,  the  same  basis,  actual  eost^  is  expressly 
adopted  as  the  rule  by  which  ad  talorem  duties 
are  to  be  estimated ;  (3  L.  U.  8.  193.)  and 
that  such  was  the  rule  previous  to  the  act  of  1818, 
was  not  denied  on  the  argument,  as  it  certainly 
oould  not  be  with  the  least  colour  of  plausibility. 
And  if  this  be  so,  there  ought  to  be  a  very  clear 
expression  of  the  legislative  will,  before  a  rule 
which  had  governed  the  practice  on  this  subject 
Ibr  nearly  thirty  years,  should  be  considered  as 
abolished,  and  a  new  one  adopted.  And,  we 
think,  the  act  of  1818,  (6  L.  U.  8.  300.)  will  not 
justiiy  such  a  conclusion.  If  any  parts  of  the 
act,  when  separately  considered,  would  seem  to 
warrant  such  a  construction,  the  whole,  when 
taken  together,  admits  of  no  such  interpretation, 
IMid  would,  indeed,  be  directly  at  variance  with 
the  fourth  section  of  this  act,  which,  in  terms, 
adopts  the  rule  first  laid  down  in  the  act  of  1789, 
and  which  has  been  continued  in  all  the  subse- 
^oent  laws,  **  that  the  ad  valorem  rates  of  du- 
ties, upon  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  shall 
be  estimated  by  adding  twenty  per  cent,  to  the 
Mctudl  cost  thereof,  if  imported  from  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  or  from  any  island,  port,  or  place, 
beyond  the  same,  and  ten  per  cent,  on  the  actual 
cast  thereof,  if  imported  from  any  other  place,*' 
8lc.    It  has  been  contended,  however,  on  the 
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part  of  the  United  States,  that,  by  the  terms  true  18S6* 
^alue^  as  used  in  several  parts  of  the  act  of  rSf^^)^^ 
1818,  and  particularly  in  the  1 1th  section,  it  waa  ▼• 
intended  to  substitute  the  current  nuurkel  valut  ^*^^' 
instead  of  actual  co$U  as  the  basis  upon  which 
ad  valorem  duties  are  to  be  estimated.  The 
subject  matter  of  this  section  is,  to  provide  for 
the  detection  of  fraudulent  invoices,  and  fix  the 
rule  by  which  the  duties  are  to  be  estimated, 
when  the  invoice  price  is  below  the  actual  cost. 
The  law  requires  (3  L.  U.  8.  437.)  that  the 
invoices  of  all  goods  imported  into  the  United 
States,  and  subject  to  an  ad  valorem  duty,  shall 
contain  a  true  statement  of  the  actual  cost  of 
such  goods.  And  no  entry  of  the  goods  can 
be  made,  unless  the  original  invoice  is  produced, 
and  oath  made  that  it  contains  a  just  and  true 
account  of  the  cost  of  such  goods.  (S  L.  U. 
8.  172.)  And  to  enforce  a  compliance  witk 
these  injunctions,  by  putting  into  the  hands  oi 
the  Collectors  more  efficient  means  of  detect* 
iBg  «dl  evasions  of  the  law,  was  one  of  the  prin* 
cipal  objects  of  this  11  th  section  of  the  act  of 
1818.  It  requires  the  Collector,  whenever,  in  hie 
OfMnion,  there  shall  be  just  grounds  to  suspect 
that  goods,  subject  to  an  ad  valorem  duty,  have^ 
been  invoiced  below  their  true  valu^^  at  the  place 
from  which  they  were  imported,  to  have  them  ap* 
praised.  This  power  is,  to  act  upon  a  suppciaed 
case  of  fraud,  attempted  to  be  practised  on  the 
government,  by  making  out  the  invoice  below 
the  actual  east.  The  great  object  to  which  the 
attention  of  the  Collector  is  directed,  is  to  aacer- 
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1826.  tain  the  cwt^  thi^t  being  the  basis  on  which 
^^fT^'C^  the  duties  are  to  be  estimated.  And  if  the  in- 
f/  '  voice  is  false,  the  proper  inquiry  to  detect  it  is 
Tfcppan.  j^g  ^^  y^^  market  vafue  of  the  goods,  and  to  com- 
pare that  with  the  invoice  price.  And  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  such  market  value,  the 
Collector  is  authorized  to  appoint  appraisers, 
who  are  sworn  to  report,  according  to  the  best  of 
their  knowledge  and  belief,  the  true  value  of 
the  goods  when  purchased,  at  the  place  from 
whence  the  same  were  imported.  The  apprai- 
sers have,  however,  no  concern  with  the  actual 
cost  of  the  goods.  Their  duty  is  confined  to 
the  rvalue  thereof,  at  the  place  of  importation. 
And  the  law  has  declared  what  shall  be  the  effect 
of  a  variance  between  the  tahu  so  reported,  and 
the  invoice  price.  A  small  difference  will  not 
draw  after  it  any  penalty.  The  appraised  value 
must  exceed  the  invoice  price  25  per  cent,  or 
no  addition  to  the  ratio  of  duty  is  imposed. 
The  appraised  value  is  of  necessity  assumed 
as  the  price  upon  which  the  duties  are  to  be  es- 
timated, where  the  difference  between  that  ond 
the  invoice  price  is  25  per  cent.  In  that  case, 
the  invoice  is  deemed  fraudulent,  and  to  be  laid 
,out  of  view ;  and,  of  course,  no  evidence  of  the 
cost  of  the  goods.  And  the  12th  section  ex- 
pressly declares,  that  the  appraised  value,  in  such 
case,  shall  be  considered  the  true  value^  upon 
which  the  duty  is  to  be  estimated.  Or,  in  ether 
words,  so  far  as  respects  the  rule  by  which  the 
duties  are  to  be  ascertained,  the  true  value,  as 
found  by  the  appraisers,  shall  be  deemed  the  ac- 
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tiial  cof&t.    Where  tbe  appraised  ralue  shall  be    1826; 
less  (hall  the  inroiee  vahie,  the  duty  is  to  be  thTt^ 
charged  oil  the  invoice  value,  in  the  same  man^        ▼• 
aer  as  if  oo  apprafsetnent  had  been  made.  ^^^"' 

Soi  also,  in  the  oath  required  by  tbe  5th  sec- 
tilcm  of  this  act,  true  raltie  imports  nothing  more 
nor  less  than  actual  cost.  Any  other  consfmc- 
tion  would  place  it  out  of  the  power  of  any  man 
to  take  the  oath,  where  the  goqds  were  purchased 
a*  a  rate  at  all  differing  from  the  market  price. 
Tbe  law  requires  tbe  invoice  to  be  made  out  ac- 
cording to  tbe  actual  cost,  and  this  to  be  sworn 
to ;  and  if  true  value  means  any  thing  else  than 
actual  cost,  the  oath  could  not  be  taken.  This 
is  not  a  separate  and  distinct  oath  from  that 
wkieb  is  required  by  the  act  of  1799,  and  which 
is  to  aeoottipany  the  invoice.  Tbe  act  declares 
it  to  be,  not  an  additional  oath,  b»t  facts  in  addi- 
tion to  tbe  oatb  now  required  by  law,  which  ad- 
dition is,  that  '^  the  invoice  produced  by  him  ex- 
hibits the  true  vaku  of  such  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise,  in  their  actual  state  of  manufac- 
ture, at  the  place  from  which  tbe  same  were  im- 
ported."  There  can  be  but  one  invoice  and  one 
oatb,  and  that  invoice  must  be  made  out  accord- 
ing to  the  actual  cost^  and  it  necessarily  follows, 
that  true  ^^alue  imports  the  same  thing  under  a 
raried  mode  of  expression.  If  it  was  permitted 
to  make  out  two  invoices  of  the  same  goods,  one 
according  to  the  actaal  cost,  and  the  other  ac- 
cording tot  the  market  value,  and  distinct  oaths 
amiexed  to  each,  it  might  remove  the  difficulty 
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1826.    suggested.    But  that  is  not  allowable.    And  no 

^^pT^^^  statute  ought  to  receive  a  construction  that  will 

▼.    *  render  it  nugatory,  or  which  prescribes  a  rule 

Tappan.    mtg,.|y  impracticable,  without  incurring  the  guilt 

of  perjury.     If,  then,  the  basis  upon  which  ad 

valorem  duties  are  to  be  estimated,  has  not  been 

changed  by  the  act  of  1818,  from  the  actual  cost 

to  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  place  of 

importation,  as  we  are  satisfied  it  has  not,  the 

answer   to  the  first  question  certified   to    this 

Court  will  be,  that  the  words  ^^  true  vahu^^^  in 

the  11th  section  of  the  act  of  1818,  import  the 

same  thing  as  actual  cost. 

uMiions**  an-     ^^^  ^^^^*  ^  ^*^  concedcd  on  the  argument, 
swered  Id  the  ^iU  disposc  of  the  Other  qucstious,  and  require 

that  they  should  be  answered  in  the  negative  so 
far  as,  from  the  form  in  which  they  are  propound- 
ed, they  will  admit  of  a  direct  answer. 

Iq  explanation,  however,  of,  this  answer,  it  is 
proper  to  observe,  that  the  11th  section  of  the 
act  to  which  the  questions  are  pointed,  is  intend- 
ed to  clothe  the  Collector  with  enlarged  powers 
to  guard  against  fraudulent  invoices.  Wheneveri 
in  his  opinion^  there  shall  be  just  grounds  to 
suspect  that  the  invoice  does  not  truly  state  the 
actual  cost  of  the  goods,  he  may  direct  an  ap- 
praisement. How,  or  by  what  means,  that  opi- 
nion is  made  up,  no  one  has  authority  to  inquire, 
or  a  right  to  control.  Ordinarily,  it  will  be  found 
from  his  own  knowledge,  or  the  information  he 
gets  from  others,  of  the  market  price  of  the 
goods,  and  if  that  should  differ  widely  from  the 
invoice  prices,  it  will  afibrd  grounds  for  suspect- 
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ing  the  invoice  to  be  fraudulent.  For,  as  a  ge-  1826. 
neral  course  of  business,  it  is  to  be  presumed  ^^JJiTu^ 
that  goods  are  purchased  at  the  common  market  ▼. 
price.  The  authority  of  the  Collector  to  direct  ^^^^* 
an  appraisement,  is  regulated,  however,  entirely 
by  his  own  suspicion  that  the  invoice  is  untrue, 
and  does  not  state  the  actual  cost  of  the  goods 
as  required  by  law.  Whether  this  suspicion  is 
well  founded  or  not,  is  not  matter  of  inquiry.  So 
far  as  respects  the  authority  of  the  Collector  to 
direct  the  appraisement,  he  is  governed  altoge* 
ther  by  his  own  opinion  of  the  grounds  of  suspi* 
cion.  Whether  these  suspicions  were  well  or 
ill  founded,  and  the  consequences  resulting  there^ 
from,  will  depend  upon  after  inquiry  before  the 
appraisers,  and  their  decision  thereupon.  But 
the  Collector  cannot  be  called  upon  to  avow,  or 
show  the  grounds  upon  which  his  suspicion  rests. 
The  law  has  vested  him  with  an  uncontroUed 
discretion  on  this  subject,  to  be  regulated  and 
governed  by  his  own  opinion,  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  grounds  on  which  he  suspects  the  invoice 
to  be  below  the  true  value  or  actual  cost  of  the 
goods. 

These  answers  must,  accordingly,  be  certified 
to  the  Circuit  Court,  upon  the  questions  submit* 
ted  to  this  Court. 

Certificate.  This  case  came  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  certificate  of  the  difference  in  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  &c.  On  consideration  whereof,  this 
Court  is  of  opinion,  and  directs  it  to  be  certified 
to  the  said  Circuit  Court,  that  the  words  **  true 
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X996.  F«ki^"  iQ  the  elevMtli  section  of  tfao  aat  of  €ob<- 
"^^11^*^^  f  Fe99  of  the  30th  of  April,  1818,  do  laeaii  the 
▼.*  *  aotipa)  cQBt  thereof  to  the  importer  at  the  plaee 
''^n«Q-  fi^m  whieh  the  same  irae  imported ;  ead  thet  tho 
ee^ottd  queetiont  upon  whieh  the  qf^mmis  of  tho 
Mid  Jpdgee  were  oppoeedt  ¥»•  whethw,  «f  tht 
Collector  did,  ib  feet,  BV^eet  that  the  goodn 
were  iaviMM»ed  below  the  cufreiit  marhet  value 
thereof,  at  the  plaee  from  whieh  thejr  were  ie^ 
ported,  but  did  aot  suspect  that  they  wer9  uh 
voiced  below  the  true  and  actual  cost  thereof  te 
the  importer,  the  Collector  had  a  right  to  direct 
aa  appraisement  ?  be  answered  in  the  negative  ; 
and  do  also  direct  it  to  be  certified,  that  the  third 
question,  on  whi(^  the  opinions  of  the  said 
Judges  were  opposed,  viz.  whether,  if,  m  th« 
opinion  of  the  Collector,  there  was  j«st  ground 
to  sasp0ct  that  the  goode  were  invoiced  below 
the  current  marhet  value  of  the  samet  at  the 
place  from  whence  thejr  were  imported,  then 
the  eftid  Collector  had  a  right  to  direct  the  same 
.  to  be  appraised  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  before  mentioned  net  oi 
Congress?  be  likewise  answered  negatively. 
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CHAce  and  Others,  Appellamtif 
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mguinst 
VAsa^Be,  tfae  Consul  General  of  Poitygal, 

lU- 

• 

On  a  libel  in  personam  for  damages,  if  the  Court  decreet  that  da- 
mages be  recovered,  and  that  Commissioners  be  appointed  to  as- 
oerufin  the  amount  thereof,  no  appeal  will  lie  frMn  such  a  deorae 
uBfii  lihe  Comoussionert  have  made  ^eir  report ;  this  aot  faaing  a 
Jinal  decree* 

APPEAL  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mary- 
land. 

The  libel  in  this  case  was  in  personam  against 
tlie  owners  of  the  private  armed  vessel  La  For- 
tuna,  stated  to  be  owned  by  American  citizens^ 
for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  illegal  seizure^ 
'ftrC.  of  the  Portuguese  ship  Monte  Alegre  and 
cargo,  which,  by  a  previous  decree  of  the  Court, 
had  been  restored  to  the  libellants,  no  damages 
having  been  claimed  in  the  libel  in  rem.*  A  de- 
cree pro  forma  was  taken  for  the  libellants  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  and  Commissioners  were  or- 
dered to  be  appointed  to  assess  the  damages ; 
but  the  appeal  was  taken  before  the  Commis- 
sioners were  appointed,  upon  the  ground  that  no 
libel  could  be  sustained  in  personam  in  such 
cases. 


a  AniCy  Vol.  VII.  p.  520. 
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Mr.  D.  Hoffman^  for  the  respondent,  stated^ 
that  the  appeal  might  be  considered  as  well 
taken.  The  case  of  the  Palmyra*  was  distin- 
guishable from  this,  as  the  damages  there  claim- 
ed were  a  part  only  of  an  entire  decree  in  rem 
and  in  personam ;  but  that  here  the  sole  inquiry 
is,  whether  any  libel  in  personam  could  be  sus- 
tained, which  was  an  objection  that  covered  the 
whole  libel,  and  the  entire  decree ;  that,  although 
the  report  of  the  Commissioners,  when  made, 
might  be  appealed  from,  yet  the  inquiry  was 
only  as  to  the  amount ;  and  that  if  no  libel  could 
be  sustained,  an  expensivo  and  tedious  investiga- 
tion would  be  saved,  by  first  establishing  the 
point  that  a  libel  in  personam  cannot  be  sustain- 
ed in  such  cases. 


The  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  case  was 
embraced  by  the  principle  decided  in  the  case  of 
the  Palmyra^  since  an  appeal  would  still  lie  firom 
the  damages  when  ascertained ;  but,  that,  had 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the 
libel,  such  decree  would  have  been  final. 

Appeal  dismissed. 


a  10  Wheat.  Rep.  50S< 
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Mills 
[Prokibsort  NoTi.]  ''^Se  ^"s  °^ 
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Mills,  Plaintiff  in  Error, 
against 
The  President,  Directors,  and  Company  of 
THE  Bank  of  the  United  States,  Defend- 
ants in  Error. 

No  precise  form  of  notice  to  the  endorser  of  a  promissory  note  is  ne- 
cesiary ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  state,  in  the  notice,  who  is  the  hold- 
er ;  nor  will  a  mistake  as  to  the  date  of  the  hote  vitiate  the  noticey 
if  it  conf eys  to  the  party  a  sufScient  knowledge  of  the  particular  ' 
note  which  has  been  dishonoured. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  notice  should  contain  a  formal  allegation 
that  it  was  demanded  at  the  place  where  payable.  It  is  sufficient 
that  it  states  the  fact  of  non-payment  of  the  note,  and  that  the 
holder  looks  to  the  endorser  for  indemnity. 

By  the  general  law,  demand  of  payment  of  a  bill  or  note  must  be 
made  on  the  Hdrd  day  of  grace ;  but  where  a  note  is  made  for  the 
purpose  of  being  negotiated  at  a  bank,  whose  custom  is  to  demand 
payment,  and  give  notice  oh  the  fourth  day,  that  custom  forms  a 
part  of  the  law  of  the  contract ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  usage  should  be  brought  home  to  the  en- 
dorser for  that  purpose. 

The  general  rule  of  law,  requiring  proof  of  the  tifle  of  the  holders  of 
a  note,  may  be  modified  by  a  rule  of  Court,  dispensing  with  proof 
of  the  execution  of  the  note,  unless  the  party  shall  annex  to  his 
plea  an  affidavit  that  the  note  was  not  executed  by  him. 

THIS  cause  war  argued  by  Mr.  Wright  for  the  March  s(h. 
plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Mr.  Webster  for  the  de- 
fendants in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Stort  delivered  the  opinion  of  March  ifUh, 
the  Court. 


492  CAS£9  Ifi  THC  SUPREME  COURT 

IIOS.     '    This  is  a  suit  originally  brought  in  the  Circuit 
^^•^Jjj^  Court  of  Ohio,  by  the  Bank  of  the  Ignited  States, 
t:        against  A.  G,  Wood  and  George  Ebert,  doing 
U.  8mm.  business  under  the  firm  of  Wood  and  Ebert, 
Alexander  Adair,  Horace  Reed,  and  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  Peter  Mills.    The  declaration  was 
for  3,600   dollars,  money  lent    and   advanced. 
0uring  the  pendency   of   the   suit,   Reed  and 
Adair  died.    Mills  filed  a  separate  plea  of  non 
oisumpsitf  upon  which  issue  was  joined ;  and  up- 
on the  trial,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
Bank  of  thei  United  States  for  4641  dollars; 
upoB  which  judgment  was  rendered  in  their  fa- 
Tonr.    At  the  trial,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  ta- 
>  ken  by  Mills,  for  the  consideration  of  the  mat- 

ter of  which  the  present  writ  of  error  has  been 
brought  to  this  Court. 

By  the  bill  of  exceptions  it  appears,  that  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of 
the  action,  **  was,  by  consent  of  counsel,  permit- 
ted to  go  to  the  jury,  saving  all  exceptions  to  its 
competence  and  admissibility,  which  the  counsel 
for  the  defendant  reserved  the  right  to  insist  in 
claiming  the  instructions  of  the  Court  to  the  jury 
on  the  whole  case." 

The  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  a  premrissory 
note  signed  Wood  and  Ebert,  and  purporting  to 
be  endorsed  in  blank  by  Peter  Mills,  Alexander 
Adair,  and  Horace  Reed,  as  successive  endorsers, 
which  note,  with  the  endorsements  thereon,  is 
as  follows,  to  wit :  '^  Chilicothe,  20th  of  July^ 
1819.  Dollars  3,600.  Sixty  days  after  date  I  pro- 
mise to  pay  to  Peter  Mills,  or  order,  at  the  office 
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of  discount  and  deposit  of  the  Bank  of  the  Uni-  1826. 
ted  States,  at  Chilicotbe,  three  thousand  six  "^Jj^J^ 
hundred  dollars,  for  value  received.  Wood  &  ▼..  . 
Ebert.**  Endorsed,  "  Pay  to  A,  Adair  or  order,  u.  Sutw. 
Peter  Mills."  "  Pay  to  Horace  Reed  or  order* 
A.  Adair."  "  Pay  to  the  P.  Directors  and  Com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  the  U.  States,  or  order. 
Horace  Reed."  On  the  upper  right  hand  cor- 
ner of  the  note  is  also  endorsed,  "  3185.  Wood 
&  Ebert,  3,600  dollars,  Sep.  18—21."  It  was 
proven,  that  this  note  had  been  sent  to  the 
office  at  Ghilicothe  to  renew  a  note  which 
had  been  five  or  six  times  previously  renewed 
by  the  same  parties.  It  was  proven,  by  the  de-* 
position  of  Levin  Belt,  Esq.,  Mayor  of  the 
town  of  ^Chilicotho,  that,  on  the  22d  day  of 
September,  IBIO,  immediately  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  hours  of  business,  he  duly 
presented  the  said  note  at  the  said  office  of  dis- 
count and  deposit,  and  there  demanded  payment 
of  the  said  note,  but  there  was  no  person  there 
ready  or  willing  to  pay  the  same,  and  the  said 
note  was  not  paid,  in  consequence  of  which,  the 
said  deponent  immediately  protested  the  said 
note  for  the  non-payment  and  dishonour  thereof, 
and  immediately  thereafter  prepared  a  notice  for 
each  of  the  endorsers  respectively,  and  imme- 
diately on  the  same  day  deposited  one  of  said 
notices  in  the  post-office,  directed  to  Peter  Mills, 
atZanesville,  (his  place  of  residence,)  of  which 
notice  the  following  is  a  copy :  ^'  Ghilicothe,  22d 
of  September,  1819.  Sir,  you  will  hereby  take 
Vol,  Xr.  ri5 
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1826.    Qotiee,  that  a  note  drawn  by  Wood  &,  Ehert, 
"^"^22^  dated  20th  day  of  September,  1819,  for  3,Q00 
▼.       doHars,  payable  to  you,  or  order,  in  auty  daya,  at 


i]|["|5ii((^  the  office  of  discount  and  deposit  of  the  Baak 
of  the  United  Statea  at  Chilicothe,  and  on  whidi 
you  are  endorser,  has  been  protested  for  non- 
payment}  and  the  holders  thereof  look  to  you. 
Youre,  respectfully,  Levin  Belt,  Mayor  of  ChiJi- 
cothe.^'  (Peter  Mills,  Esq.)  It  was  fort^ 
proven  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  it  had  been  the  cus- 
tom of  the  banks  in  Chilicothe,  for  a  long  tune 
prenously  to  the  establishment  of  a  bf^anch  in 
ikat  place,  to  make  demand  of  promissoiry  notes, 
uhI  biUs  of  exchange,  on  the  day  after  the  last 
<lajr  of  jnce,  (that  is,  on  the  $4th  day,)  that  this 
BnmIi  Bank,  on  Us  establishment  at  Cbilicpthe, 
adofited  that  custom,  ^ad  that  such  had  be^n  the 
uniform  usage  in  the  several  bwks  in  t|wt  place 
ever  since.  No  evidence  was  given  of  the  hand 
wrttiBg  of  either  of  the  endorsers.  Th^  Court 
cbarged  the  jury,  first,  that  the  notice  bpipg  suffi- 
cient to  put  the  defendant  upon;  in^^u^ry^  was 
good»  in  point  of  form,  to  charge  him,  although 
it  did  not  name  the  person  whp  waa  holder  of 
the  said  note,  nor  state  that  a  demand  had*  been 
made  at  the  bank  when  the  note  was  due* 
2.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  tber.e  was  no  other 
note  payable  in  the  office  at  Chilicothe,  drawn 
by  Wood  dc  Ebert,  and  endorsed  by  defendant, 
except  the  note  in  controversy,  the  mistake  in 
the  date  of  the  note  made  by  the  notary  in  the 
notice  given  to  that  defendant,  does  not  impair 
thj6  liability  of  the  said  defendant^  and  the  plain- 
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tiiFs  bavd  ft  right  to  Recover.    3.  That  should  the    1826. 
jury  fitfKl  that  the  usage  of  banks,  and  of  the  of-  ^^^^^^^ 
fice  of  discount  and  deposit  in  Chilicothe»  was       f. 
to  make  demand  of  payment,  and  to  protest  and  ^?  Sutes. 
give  notice^  on  the  64ih  day,  Mch  demand  and 
notice  are  sufficient. 

The  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^ 
prayed  the  Court  to  insti'iict  the  jury,  **  that  before 
the  common  principles  of  the  law  relating  to  the 
demand  and  notice  necessary  to  charge  the  eiH 
dorser,  can  be  raried  by  a  osage  and  custom  of 
the  plaintifib,  the  jory  Inust  be  satisfied  that  the 
defendant  had  personal  knowledge  of  the  usagd 
or  custom  at  the  time  he  endorsed  the  note ;  arfd, 
also,  that  before  the  plaintiffs  can  recover  as  the 
holder  and  endorsei^  of  a  promissory  note,  fh^ 
mnst  prove  their  titto  to  the  proceeds  by  evidence 
of  the  endorsements  on  the  note,''  which  instruc* 
tions  were  refused  by  the  Court. 

Upon  this  posture  of  the  case,  no  questioBe 
arise  for  determination  here,  except  such  as  grow 
out  of  the  charge  of  the  Court,  or  the  instroe- 
tions  refused  on  the  prayer  of  the  defendant's 
(Mills')  coonseK  Whether  the  evidence  was,  in 
other  respects,  sufficient  to  establish  the  joiift 
promise  stated  in  the  declaration,  or  the  joint 
consideration  of  money  lent,  are  inatter^  not 
submitted  to  us  upon  the  record,  and  were  proper 
fof  argument  to  the  jury. 

The  first  point  is,  whether  the  notice  sent  t6      / 
the  defendant  at  ChiKcothe,  was  sufficient  to 
charge  him  as  endorser.    The  Court  was  of 
oymiion,  that  it  wassufficient,  if  there  was  no  o^hef 


^1^  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1896.    Dote  payable  in  the  office  at  Cbilicothe,  ^haim 
^"^JJJJ^  by  Wood  &  Eberti  and  endorsed  by  the  defend- 

▼•       ant. 
U.  States.       It  is  contended)  that  this  opinion  is  erroneoos^ 
g^pp^j^j^. because  the  notice  was  fatally  defective  by  rea- 
&cu  in  ibe  00- sQu  gf  itg  qqi  stating  who  was  the  holder,  by  rea^ 

son  of  its  misdescription  of  the  date  of  the  note, 
and  by  reason  of  its  not  stating  that  a  demand 
had  been  made  at  the  bank  when  the  note  was 
dtt^.  The  first  objection  proceeds  upon  a  doe- 
trine  which  is  not  admitted  to  be  correct;  and 
no  authority  is  produced  to  support  it.  No  form 
of  notice  to  an  endorser  has  been  prescribed  by 
/  laW.  The  whole  object  of  it  is  to  inlbrm  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  sent,  that  payment  has  been 
,  refused  by  the  maker ;  that  he  is  considered  lia^ 
ble ;  and  that  payment  is  expected  of  him.  Iris  c^ 
BO  consequence  to  the  endorser  who  is  the  holder^ 
as  he  is  equally  bound  by  the  notice,  whomsoever 
be  may  be;  and  it  is  time  enough  for  him  to  as- 
I  eertain  the  true  title  of  the  bolder,  when  he  is 
called  upon  for  paymenf. 

The  objection  of  misdescription  may  be  dia^ 
posed  of  in  a  few  words.  It  cannot  be  for  a 
moment  maintained,  that  every  variance,  how** 
ever  immaterial,  is  fatal  to  the  notice.  It  must 
be  such  a  variance  as  conveys  no  sufieient 
knowledge  to  the  party  of  the  particular  note 
which  has  been  dishonoured.  If  it  does  BOt 
mislead  him,  if  it  conveys  to  him  the  real  fact 
without  any  doul^t,^  the  variance  cannot  be  mate«- 
i;ial,  either  to  gwrd  his  rights,  or  avoid  kia  re- 
sponsibility *  In  the  present  case,  the  misde- 
scription was  merely  in  the  date.     The  sum,  the 
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{MurtiM,  the  time  and  place  of  payment,  and  the     1836: 
endoraemeiity  were  truly   and    accurately    de* 
scribed.    The  error,  too,  was  apparent  on  the        r, 
face  of  the  notice.     The  party  was  informed,  u^stntes/ 
that  on  the  22d  of  September,  a  note  endorsed 
by  him,  payable  in  sixty  days,  was  protei^ted  for 
mm-payment ;  and  yet  the  note  itself  was  stated 
to  be  dated  on  the  20tb  of  the  same  month,  and, 
of  course,  only  two  days  before.    Under  these 
circumstances,  the  Court  laid  down  a  rule  most 
favourable  to  the  defendant.     It  directed  the  juiy 
to  find  the  notice  good,  if  there  was  no  oth^r  notd 
payable  in  the  office  at  Chilicolhe,  drawn   b^ 
Wood  &  Ebert,  and  endorsed  by  the  defendant. 
If  there  was  no  other  note,  how  could  the  mis- 
take  of  date  possibly  mislead  the  defendant  P  If 
lie  had  endorsed  but  one  note  for  Wood  &  Ebert'^ 
how  could  the  notice  fail  to  be  full  and  unexcep^^ 
tionable  in  fact  ? 

The  last  objection  to  the  notice  is,  that  it  does 
not  state  that  payment  was  demanded  at  the 
bank  when  the  note  became  due.  It  is  certainly 
not  necessary  that  the  notice  should  contain  such 
a  formal  allegation.  It  is  sufficient  that  it  states 
the  fact  of  non-payment  of  the  note,  and  thai 
the  holder  looks  to  the  endorser  for  indemnity: 
Whether  the  demand  was  duly  and  regularly 
made,  is  matter  of  evidence  to  be  established  at 
the  trial.  If  it  be  not  legally  made,  no  aver- 
ment,  however  accurate,  will  help  the  case  ;  and 
SI  statement  of  non-payment,  and  notice,  is,  by 
necessary  implication,  an  assertion  of  right  b^ 
the  holder,  founded  upon  his  having  complied 
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1SS6»  widi  the  reqmaitions  of  law  against  the  endorM? • 
In  poHit  of  fact,  in  conmercial  oitiaa,  tlie  gme* 
ral,  if  not  aniveraal,  practice  iiy  not  to  atale  m 

Bank  o^  tli4 

u.  StaW^I^  notice  the  mode  or  place  of  demand^  batthe 
mere  naked  non-payment. 

Upon  the  pointy  then,  of  notice,  we  tbtiik 
there  ia  no  error  in  the  opinion  of  the  Cirevte 
Court. 

b^ir**to '  rf^     '^'*^^^'' ^"®*^'^"  *®*  whether  the  uaag^e  and 
mftsd  iiayinenc  i^yglQin  of  the  bank,  not  to  make  demand  of  paf- 

tice  on    th«ment  mitil  the  fourth  day  of  grace,  bound  tbe 

V«ce,  bioding  defendant,  unless  he  had  personal  knowledge  of 

ai  pa't^oVthe  that  usagc  and  custom.     There  is  no  doubt,  diat 

uu^^  without  accoiding  to  the  general  rules  of  law,  demand  of 

£^  \ww'  payment  ought  to  be  made  on  the  third  day>  add 

Lm^  ""^tjel^that  ift  is  too  late  if  made  on  the  fourth  day  ef 

iTthSm  ****"**  ff^ace.     Sut  it  has  been  decided  by  this  Ooort^ 

upoa  fiill  consideration  and   argumenty  in  th^ 

case  of  Renner  v.    The  Bank  ojf  C^tumbia^  (9 

WhiOt.  Rep.  582:)  that  where  a  no€e  is  made 

fiw  the  purpose  of  being  negotiated  at  a  Bank^ 

when  custom,  known  to  the  parties,  it  is  to  de- 

maod  payment  and  give  notice  on  the  fourth  dapf 

of  gvaoe^  that  custom  forms  a  part  of  the  law  of 

such  contract,  at  least  so  far  as  to  bind  theif 

rights;.    In  the  present  case,  the  Court  is  caHad 

upon  to  take  one  step  farther ;  and  upon  the  prior* 

ciples  and  reasoning  of  the  former  case,  it  baa 

come  tOf  the  conclui^n,  that  when  a  note  is  made 

payable  or  negotiable  at  a  bank,  whose  itimiisMe 

eeage  it  is  to  demand  payment,  uid  gim  nmioe 

on  the  fourth  day  of  grace,  the  partiee  are  hound 

by  that  usage,  whether  they  hare  a  personal 
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ioMwledge  of  it  or  not«    Iq  the  case  of  sueh  a    18961 
mte,  the  parties  are  pareaamed  bj  Miplioatioii  to 
agree  tx>  be  governed  bjr  the,  ueage  of  the  bank       V 
ai  wUeh  tbey  have  chosen  to  make  the  eeoarilj  u,  9mtm. 


•  ^  .•••*-»    Rylj  uf  Court 


haelf  iiegotiabIe.y 

Another  question  propounded  bj  the  defend-  ^"^„^i J^ 
ant  k,  whether  the  plaintifis  were  entitled  to  v^^J^X"^  ^f 
eover  without  eatabbehing  their  title  to  the  netd^  ^^^  J^-  ^^- 
aa  holdeia  W  proof  of  the  endorsementa;    Then  ^^p^*;'     f^^ 

^  ^  with  hli  ptoa 

ia  na  doubt,  that  by  the  general  role  of  law,  siick«n    afidavit, 

proof  ia  indiapeasable  on  the  part  of  the  piain*^  mcut^a    or 

tiffia^  aalesfl  it  ia  waived  by  the  etbev  nde*    Bui  *  "^^^ 

in  all  such  cases^  the  defendant  may  waive  a;  i ule 

iatradoced  fiir  hia  benefit ;  and  each  Waiver  may 

be  inqilied  from  circumstances^  as  wett  aa  as* 

prassly  given.    It  is  in  this  view  that  the  rub  of 

I9he  Circuit  Court  of  Ohio  fsH  1819^  whicii  has 

beea;  re&rred  to  at  the  bar,  desenwi  conaiderar 

tiouv    That  rule  declares,  'Uhat  hereaflev,  ill 

any  actions  brought  upon  bond,  bilK  or  not^t  it 

shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  plaintifia  o»  trial 

to  prove  the  execution  of  the  bond,  bill,  or  note, 

untesa  the  defendant  shall  have  filed  with  his 

plea  an  affidavit,  that  such  bond,  bilH  or  note,  was 

not.  eteouted  by  him.*'    We  think  the  present 

case  falls  completely  within  the  purview  of  this 

rule»    Ila  object  was  to  prevent  unnecessary-  ex- 

peaae  and  useless  delaya  upon  ob)ectiona  at'tri* 

ala,  which  were  frivolous  and  unconnected  with 

the  merits*    If  the  rale  attempted  to  interfere 

Withy  Off  control,  the  rules  of  evidence,  it  cer- 

taialy  could  not  be  supported.    But  it  attempts 

no  such  thing.     It   does  not  deny  to  the  )!»arty 
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189&    the  right  to  demand  proof  of  tke  exeoutimi  or 
^"^^^  doeMment  of  the  note  at  the  trial;  but  it 

«•  qaires  him  in  effidct,  to  gtfe  notice  by  affidavitt 
u.  fiittat.  aeoomimnyiDg  the  plea,  that  he  meana  to  ieonteat 
that  fact  under  the  iaaue.  If  the  party  girea  ao 
such  notice,  and  filea  no  such  affidavit,  k  is  on 
his  own  part  a  waiver  of  the  right .  to  contest  die 
fact,  or  rather  an  admission  that  he  does  not 
mean  to  contest  it.  We  see  no  hardabtp  in  saob 
a  rule.  It  subserves  the  purposes  of  justtca, 
and  prevents  the  accumulation  of  costs.  It  folr 
lows  out,  in  an  exemplary  manner,  that  injimetioB 
of  the  Judiciary  act  of  the  2d  of  March,  1703, 
ch*  22.,  which  requires  the  Courts  of  the  United 
States  "  to  regulate  the  practice  thereof,  as  shall 
be  fit  and  necessary  for  the  advancement  of  jus- 
tice, and  especially  to  that  end  to  prevent  delays 
in  proceedings.''  As  no  affidavit  accompanied 
the  plea  of  the  defendant  in  the  present  case,  he 
bad  no  right  to  insist  upon  the  proof  of  the  en- 
dorsements. 

Another  objection  now  urged  against  the 
judgment  is,  that  the  count  demands  3,600  dol- 
lars only,  and  the  jury  gave  damages  amounting 
to  4,641  dollars.  But  there  is  no  error  in  this 
proceeding,  since  the  ad  damnum  is  for  a  larger 
sum.  In  all  cases  where  interest,  not  stipulated 
for  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  is  given  by  way 
of  damages,  the  sum  demanded  in  the  declara- 
tion is  less  than  the  sum  for  which  judgment  is 
rendered.  The  plaintiffs  may  not  recover  more, 
as  principal,  than' the  sum  demanded  as  such  m 
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tltt  deolaration ;  but  the  jiirj  b«re  a  right  to  add 
iDtBMflt,  by  wajr  of  damages,  for  the  delay. 

Some  other  objections  have  been  suggested  at 
the  bar,  such  as,  that  the  jury  had  no  right, 
vithout  evidence,  to  presume  that  there  was  no 
other  note  of  Wood  &  Ebert,  in  order  to  help 
the  misdescription ;  and  that  the  case  proved  was 
of  several  liabilities  of  the  defendants,  which 
vioakl  dot  support  a  declaration  on  a  joint  con«^ 
tract.  These  questions  have  been  fully  argued 
by  eounsel,  but  are  not  presented  by  the  record 
hk  swsh  a  shape  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  take 
oc^iacaaee  6f  them. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
that  the  judgment  ougbt  to  be*  affirmed,  with 
ooists* . 


441 
18284 

Miller's 
Heirs 

V. 

M^lottre» 


SB 


[I4QCAL  IiAVir.J 


MipuKB's  Heirs  agavMt  M^Intihe  So  Others. 


Qtt<ere.  Whether  the  compact  of  1789,  between  VirgiDia  and 
Kentttckj,  restrained  the  legi3ldture  of  Kentucky  from  prolonging 
the  time  for  surrejing  one  entry  to  the  prejudice  of  anotlier? 

By  tbt  coBstniction  of  the  act  of  Kentucky  of  1797»  granting  fia^ 
tber  time  for  making  surveys,  with  a  proviso,  allowing  to  infants. 
Ice.  three  years  after  their  several  disabilities  are  removed  to  com- 
plete surreys  on  their  entries ;  if  any  one  or  more  of  the  joint  owff- 
en  be  ondec  the  disability  of  infancy,  kc.  it  brings  the  entry  with- 
in the  saving  of  the  proviso,  as  to  all  of  the  other  owner.«; 

Vol.  XI.  56 


442  GASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

1826.        THIS  cause  was  argued  by  Mn  Skefey  for  the 
'^'^JJJ^^  appellants,  and  by  Mr.  Ta&ot  for  the  respond- 

Heirs         entS. 
M'lntirft. 

March  9d.      Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered  the 
March  iisih.  opinion  of  the  Court.  * 

,  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Kentucky,  by  which  the  bill  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
dismissed  pro  forma. 

An  original  bill  was  filed  by  Miller's  l^irs,  in 
the  year  1808,  to  obtain  from  the  defendants 
therein  mentioned,  the  legal  title  to  lands  in  their 
possession,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  the 
equitable  right  under  a  prior  entry.  The  decree 
made  by  the  Court,  in  that  cause,  against  serenl 
of  the  defendants,  was  brought  before  this  Court 
by  appeal,  and  in  that  case  the  Court  determined 
in  favour  of  the  entry  under  which  the  title  of 
the  plaintiffs  arose.  (2  Wheat  Rep.  316.)  Ab 
amended  bill  was  filed  in  1815,  against  the  pre* 
sent  defendants  in  error,  who,  in  their  answer, 
contend,  among  other  things,  that  the  title  of  the 
plaintiffs  has  been  forfeited  by  failing  to  make 
their  survey  within  the  time  prescribed  by  tbe 
laws  of  Virginia ;  and  that  the  compact  between 
the  two  States  restrained  Kentucky  from  varying 
in  any  manner  the  laws  by  which  titles  origina* 
ting  anterior  to  the  separation  are  to  be  go- 
verned. 

Henry  Miller,  for  whom  the  entry  was  made, 
died  in  March  or  April,  1796,  having  first  made 
hfs  last  will  in  writing,  by  which  he  devised  his 
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lands  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  children^     1826. 
many  of  whom  were  minors.  ^^Miiier^ 

The  time  allowed  for  making  surveys^  by  the  Heirs 
first  law  on  that  subject,  had  expired,  but  the  time  M^imire. 
had  been  prolonged,  first  by  the  legislature  of 
Virginia,  and  afterwards  by  that  of  Kentucky, 
until  after  the  death  of  Miller,  and  the  act  of 
1797,  which  gave  still  farther  time,  contained  a 
saving  of  the  rights  of  infants.  In  April,  1804, 
while  the  saving  still  existed,  the  survey  wa^ 
made. 

In  the  case  formerly  decided  in  this  Court,  at 
was  determined  that  Miller's  heirs  came  within 
the  saving  of  the  act  of  1797,  but  the  compact 
between  the.  two  States  was  not  then  brought 
into  view,  and  the  counsel  for  the  appellees  insist 
that  it  applies  to  this  case,  and  restrains  the  legis- 
latiire  of  Kentucky  from  prolonging  the  time  for 
surveying  one  entry  to  the  prejudice  of  another. 
On  this  point  a  difference  of  opinion  exists  among 
the  Judges.  Some  think,  that  a  second  entry  is 
not  authorized  by  the  land  law  of  Kentucky,  and 
that  no  title  can  be  acquired  under  it.  A  grantj^ 
therefore,  that  is  founded  on  it  is  totally  void^ 
and  the  grantee  cannot  hold  the  land  under  it  even 
after  the  original  entry  became  forfeited.  The 
land,  on  such  forfeiture,  became  vacant,  and  it 
was  competent  to  the  legislature  to  grant  it  by 
an  original  warrant,  or  to  revive  or  to  continue 
the  right  held  under  the  first  entry. 

Others  are  of  opinion,  that  a  subsequent  entry 
is  not  absolutely  void,  but  has  been  considered  as 
a  valid  appropriation  of  the  land,  unless  it  shall 
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1896.    be  eneoontered  by  a  better  title.    ThAt  the  re- 
^"^^^^  moval  or   extingaiahmeDt  of  Ibat   better  title. 


leaves  the  holder  of  a  grant,  founded  on  a  junior 
M^laidra.  ^Dtry,  the  true  legal  6wner  of  the  land  it  paqmrte 
to  convey.  They  think  the  ptactioe  of  the 
Coarty  to  direct  the  elder  grantee  to  convey  to  the 
person  claiming  the  equitable  title,  is  strong  evi- 
dence of  the  fNrevaiiing  opinion,  that  a  subae- 
<^ent  locater  acquired  a  conditional  intwest, 
vrhich  might  be  ripened  into  tide  by  the  faihire 
of  the  person  holding  the  original  entry  to  pro* 
ceed  as  directed  by  law.  But,  they  think,  also, 
that  this  mere  possibility  could  not  attach  itself 
abs(^ely  to  the  land,  until  it  became  vacant  by 
the  laches  of  die  person  who  had  made  the  first 
appropriation-  Till  such  vacancy  actimlly  oc- 
curred, die  povrer  remained  vrith  the  St«tn  to 
give  fiuther  time  for  perfectii^  titles.  Limita- 
tions of  time,  in  this  respect,  were  intended 
chiefly  for  4he  benefit  of  the  State,  since  it  vto 
not  the  course  of  the  government  to  tax  unpa- 
tented lands.  The  State,  therefore,  might  grant 
indulgences  in  this  respect  without  giving  just 
cause  of  complaint  to  a  person  whose  interest,  if 
he  had  any,  was  potential,  not  vested  ;  was  ra- 
ther a  pre-emption  to  the  exclusion  of  others 
subsequent  to  himself,  than  a  positive  acquisi- 
tion which  could  in  any  manner  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  the  person  who  had  made  a  previous 
appropriation.  Without  determining  either  of  the 
points  on  which  this  difference  exists,  the  Court 
is  of  opinion,  that  Miller's  heirs  are  within  the 
savings  of  the  act  giving  farther  time  to  the 
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owners  of  lands  to  survey  the  samei  and  for  re-     1^6^ 
turning  plats  and  certificates  to  the  Register's  ""^^^ 
office,  passed  in  the  year  1 797,  and  may  maintain     Bmn 
this  suit,  if  no  other  objection  exists  to  the  title.     M^lntire. 

There  seems  to  have  been  some  confusion  at 
the  trial  respecting  testimony,  and,  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  cause  is  brought  up,  the  parties 
are  placed  under  circumstances  in  this  Court 
wfaieh  dirow  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  invest!- 
gatioh  of  the  title  on  its  real  merits.  We  do 
not  think  such  a  defence  is  made  out  by  the  de-^ 
fendants  asto  justify  an  affirmance  of  the  decree 
disthfssing  the  bill ;  nor  are  we  satisfied  that  the 
state  of  the  record  is  such  as  to  enable  this  Court 
safely  to  deoree,  that  the  defendants  shall  convey 
the  lands  they  hold  within  the  patent  of  fhe 
plaintiffs.  The  decree,  therefore,  must  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit 
Covin,  that  farther  proceedings  may  be  had 
therein  according  to  equity. 

Decrbe*  This  cause  came  on,  &>c.  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  this  Court  is  of  opinion,  that 
the  right  of  the  plaintifi^  was  preserved  by  the 
act  giving  fttrther  time  to  the  owners  of  lands  to 
survey  the  same,  and  for  returning  plats  and 
certificates  to  the  Register's  office,  passed  in  the 
year  1797,  and  that  the  survey  on  which  the  pa- 
tent was  founded  was  made  in  time.  This 
Court  doth,  therefore,  rkvisrsb  the  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  dismissing  the  bill  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  doth  remand  the  cause  to  the  said 
Circuit  Court,  that  further  proceedings  may  be 
had  therein  according  to  equity. 


Carnocban 

T. 

Christie. 
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[Chamceby.    Award.} 

Carnochan  and  Mitciiel 

against 

Christie  and  Another. 


Ao  award  must  decide  the  whole  matter  submitted  to  the  arbitni* 
tors ;  it  must  not  extend  to  any  matter  not  comprehended  in  the 
submission ;  and  it  must  be  certain,  final,  and  conclusive  of  the 
whole  matter  referred. 

Where  the  arbitrators  determined  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  entitled 
to  a  credit  of  a  certain  sum  on  account  of  sales  of  land  to  the 
defendant,  provided  '*  they  shall  grant,  or  cause  to  be  granted,  to 
the  said  W.  C.  (the  defendant)  a  clear,  unencumbered,  and  satisfac^ 
tory  title^  to  the  lands,  without  limiting  any  time  within  which  the 
title  should  be  made :  HM,  that  the  award  was  void,  as  not  be* 
iog  final  and  conplosive. 

A  Court  of  Equity  either  enforces  an  award  as  it  is  made,  or  sets  it 
aside  if  in  any  respect  defective ;  but  it  is  contrary  to  its  practice 
to  confirm  the  award  so  far  as  it  extends,  and  to  supply  omiaaiODs 
by  decree  of  the  Court. 

Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  set  aside  an  agreement  or  conveyance,  the 
conveyance  cannot  be  established  without  a  cross  bill  filed  by  the 
defendant. 

Man^ioih.     This  cause  was  argued  by  Mr.  WAster  and 
Mr.  Berrien  for   the  appellants,''  and  by   Mr. 

a  They  cited,  as  to  the  necessity  of  a  cross  bill  by  the  defend, 
aots,  in  order  to  establish  the  conveyances,  2  Madd.  Ch,  329-  2. 
jitk.  133.  1  Ball  and  Bcatty^  217.  2  Cox,  78.  As  to  the 
manner  in  which  a  Court  of  equity  acts  upon  an  award,  either  hy 
confirmuig  it  in  toto  or  rejecting  it,  1  Bro,  Ch.  389.  3  Bro.  Ck. 
163.  1  Fes.  Jim.  365.  2  Fes.  Jim.  22.  4  Bro.  Ch.  1 17-  ^36. 
As  to  the  necessity  of  the  award  extending  to  all  the  matters  of 
reference,  7  East^s  Hep.  81.  As  to  the  uncertainty  and  inconcla- 
siveness  of  the  award,  7  Term  Rep.  69. 


I 


OF  THE  UNITED  STATES.  447 

Emnutt  and  Mr.  D.  B.  Ogden  for  the  reBpond-    I83& 

®^**^"*  Carnoehan 

Mr.   Chief  Justice  Marshall  delivered  ^^j|f0rdki4^ 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

Camochan  &  Mitchel,  the  plaintiffs,  were 
merchants  in  Georgia,  who  had  extensive  com- 
mercial transactions  with  the  defendant,  William 
Christie,  a  merchant  of  Liverpool,  in  the  course 
of  which  the  former  became  indebted  to  the  lat- 
ter to  a  large  amount.  In  1819,  John  Carnochan, 
one  of  the  firm  of  C.  &  M.,  visited  England,  in 
the  expectation  of  selling  immense  tracts  of  land 
he  had  purchased  in  Florida,  and,  during  his  re- 
sidence in  that  country,  his  partner,  Peter  Mitchel, 
relying,  probably,  on  the  sale  of  lands,  continued 
to  draw  heavily  on  the  defendant,  W.  C,  with- 
out making  correspondent  remittances.  Carno- 
chan being  unable  to  sell  his  lands,  and  thus  to 
place  funds  in  the  hands  of  Christie,  these  bills 
produced  great  embarrassments,  and  frequent 
communications  between  the  parties,  in  the 
course  of  which  Carnochan  pressed  .Christie 
most  earnestly  to  proceed  with  his  acceptances, 
and  promised  to  secure  him  by  the  pledge  of  his 
Florida  lands,  and  property  in  Georgia.  At 
length,  deeds  of  these  lands,  and  other  property, 
were  executed,  and  the  accounts  settled  between 
the  parties.     An  account  was  stated,  and  signed 

a  To  show  that  an  award  might  be  good  io  part,  and  void  as  to 
the  residue,  they  cited  5  Wheat.  Rep.  394.  3  DesaattM.  11.  14 
Johns.  Rep.  $6.  Kyd  on  Awards,  243.  261.  and  the  cases  there 
collected. 
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IflSML     by  tbem,  sbowiag  a  balance  of  43,S9&poaBda,  six 
shillings  and  four  pence  sterling,  due  to  Christie^ 


▼.  for  which  sum  Garnochan  gave  the  promissory 
^'***^    »ote  of  C.  &  M.,  dated • 

Soon  after  the  execution  of  these  deeds,  Car^ 
aocliaQ  returned  to  Georgia,  and  considerable 
payments  were  made.  But,  the  debt  sttU  re* 
maining  considerable,  the  agent  of  Ohristte 
caused  the  deeds  to  be  recorded,  and  apprehen* 
sions  were  entertained  that  he  would  proceed  to 
sell  the  property.  In  June,  182Q,  Garnochan  & 
Mitchel  filed  theiv  bill  in  the  Gircuit  Gourt  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  GoMrgia^  al- 
leging that  the  account  was  unfairly  settled,  to 
the  very  great  injury  of  the  plaintiffs;  that  it 
contains  many  erroneous  charges,  and  omits  to 
give  credits  to  which  the  plaintifis  are  entitled^ 
and  that  Garnochan  was  induced  to  sign  it,  and 
to  give  the  note  for  the  amount,  in  consequenee 
of  his  situation,  which  placed  him  in  the  power 
of  the  defendant.  That  the  deeds  also  were 
executed  under  duress,  and  consequent  imposi'^ 
tion.  The  bill  prays  that  the  account  may  be 
resettled,  that  the  deeds  may  be  cancelled,  and 
the  defendant  enjoined  from  proceeding  under 
them.    The  injunction  was  awarded* 

The  defendant,  Ghristie,  filed  his  answer,  de- 
nying all  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill. 

Numerous  exhibits  were  filed,  and  several  de- 
positions taken.  In  December,  1821,  the  parties 
agreed  to  refer  the  case  to  arbiters,  and  the  fol- 
lowing submission  was  entered  on  the  record : 
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<<  Camochan  and  Mkehd  )  1826. 

V.  \  In  equity.   ^^^  /^^ 

WUliam  Chrittie  and  WtUiam  Jenner, )  Can.och.n 

Christie;: 

'.*  We  agree  to  the  reference.    The  arbitrators 
to  determine  all  matters  in  controversy  as  exhi- 
bited in  the  pkadings,  with  the  understanding 
that  the  stated  account  is  not  to  be  opened  fur- 
ther than  to  permit  the  complainants  to  esta-  » 
blish  by  proof  the  errors  in  the  same,  as  alleged 
in  their  bill  and  exceptions ;  the  items  which  com- 
pose the  alleged  error  of  four  thousand  pounds, 
to  be  distinctly  stated  and  specified  by  the  com- 
plainants within   twenty  days  from  this  date. 
The  defendant,  William  Christie,  (if  he  desire 
it,)  to  have  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  to  pro^ 
duce  documents  or  vouchers  to  answer  the  said 
items,  upon  giving  the  complainants  notice  with- 
in ten  days  after  receiving  such   specification. 
The  parties  to  proceed  in  the  arbitration  upon 
ten  days  notice  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed  the  complainants  to  exhibit  their  specifi- 
cation above  mentioned.     This  submission  to  be 
made  an  order  of  Court.     The  arbitrators  to 
make  their  award  within  one  hundred  and  twenty 
days,   unless  prevented  by  the  requirement  of 
time  by  the  said  William  Christie  as  aforesaid, 
from  this  date,  and  return  the  same  to  the  next 
term  of  this  Court ;  which  award,  when  so  made, 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties, 
subject  to  those  exceptions  which  arise   upon 
awards,  or  decisions  of  arbitrators.     Claims  to 

Vol.  XT.  57 
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1 836.    commissions  mutually  abandoned,  and  the  amount 

i:^^"^^*^  decreed  by  the  arbitrators  to  be  paid  in  two  in- 

r.       stalments,  at  six  and  twelve  hionths  from  the 

Christie,    j^^^  ^f  jjj^  decree,  and  suf&cient  security  for  the 

fulfilment  of  the  award  be  given  by  Carnochan 
&  Mitchel  to  William  Christie.  The  arbitrt- 
tors  to  have  the  power  of  examining  witnesses 
upon  oathi  and  calling  for  documents  which  they 
may  deem  necessary ;  but  the  said  William  Ofaris- 
tie  shall  be  excused  from  producing  any  such 
document,  if  he  will  depose  that  the  same  is  not 
in  his  possession  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic. 
The  arbitrator  under  this  submission,  chosen  and 
selected  by  the  complainants,  is  William  Gaston^ 
Esq.,  and  the  arbitrator  chosen  and  seltected  by 
the  defendant,  William  Christie,  is  Samuel  Ni- 
cholas, Esq. ;  the  said  arbitrators,  in  case  of  dis- 
agreement, to  name  an  umpire.  The  arbitrators 
to  decide  whether  William  Christie  is  entitled  to 
a  distinct  and  separate  interest  in  the  Fioridn 
lands,  as  he  alleges,  or  to  an  undivided  intereM 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  same,  as  alleged  by  Car- 
nochan &  Mitchel.  If  they  decide  in  fhvourof 
complainants  upon  this  point,  then  the  whole  pro- 
perty shall  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  trustees 
mutually  appointed  by  the  parties,  with  authority 
to  sell  the  same,  or  such  part  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary,  and  appropriate  the  proceeds  to  Wil- 
liam Christie  on  his  own  account,  and  to  the 
credit  of  the  balance  which  shall  be  found  due 
to  him,  until  the  same  is  extinguished,  in  the  pro- 
portion of  the  respective  interests  of  WilKam 
Christie  and  Carnochan  &  Mitchel.      If  they 


Ctirisiie^ 
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« 

« 

daoid€  in  favour  ei  the  defendant  upon  this    1826. 
point)  then  it  is  agreed,  that  an  immediate  partis  q^J[^^]^ 
tion  of  the  property  ehaH  be  made,  and  the  pact    _  y. 
allotted  to  Garnocfaan  &,  Mitchel  shall  be  placed 
in  the  hands  of  such  trustees,  and  the  samct  or 
such  parts  as  may  be  necessary,  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  appropriated  in  like  manner  to  the 
payment  of  the  balance  found  <kie  to  WiUiam 
Christie  by  Carnochan  &  Mitchel,  until  the  same 
is  paid.    That,  as  seen  as  that  balance  is  paklf 
the  deeds  and  other  eneumbranees  held  by  said 
William  Christie,  with  the  settled  account  and 
note  of  Carnochan  &  Mitefael,  are  to  be  deliver- 
ed up. 

^^  That  it  shall  be  referred  to  the  said  arbitral 
tors  to  determine  whether  the  payment  of  the 
balance  should  be  made  in  England  at  par,  of 
bere." 

''  On  the  14th  of  Februaf y,  1822,  the  following 
award  was  returned,  and  filed  in  Court. 

'*  IN    THE  SIXTH    CIRCUIT    COURT  OF   THE    UNITED 
STATES,  DISTRICT  OF  GEORGIA, 

V.  >  Ik  equity* 

C.  and  /•    ) 

*^  ARBn*RATioN.  The  undersigned  arbitratorsv 
chosen  and  selected  by  the  above  named  partftes, 
um  will  mwe  ftilly  appear  by  reference  to  the  sub- 
mission calling  them  to  perform  this  duty,  under 
date  of  the  twenty-eighth  of  December,  eighteen 
hundred  and  twenty- one,  beg  leave  to  report  and 
award  to  the  following  result,  after  the  most  pa- 
tient hearing  of  the  parties  aforesaid,   and   a 


Cariiochan 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

carefal  examination  of  the  books,  papers,  lettMs, 
and  vouchers,  which  have  been  submitted  to  their 
Vr  "*"  inspection,  and,  also,  after  giving  all  mattws  and 
Ghrisuc.  ^jjjugg  jjj  controversy  the  most  mature  delibera- 
tion. 

« 1st.  That  William  Christie  place  to  the  credit 
side  of  his  account  with  the  late  firm  of  Garno- 
chan  and  Mitchel,  the  sum  of  eighteen  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  forty-six  dollars  and  fifty-five 
cents,  as  an  amount  paid  by  said  Carnoehan  Sb 
Mitchel,  through  Mitchel,  Nephew  &  Co.  of  Ha- 
vana, to  Messrs.  John  &  James  Inerarity,  for 
sixteen  shares,  or  eighty  thousand  acres  of  land, 
bought  by  Carnoehan  &  Mitchel,  by  order,  and 
for  account  of,  William  Christie,  of  said  John 
&  James  Inerarity,  lying  in  the  territory  of  West 
Florida ;  that  the  said  Carnoehan  &  Mitchel  be 
also  credited  with  an  accumulating  interest  on 
said  amount  from  the  dates  of  payment,  which 
precise  periods  will  more  fully  appear  by  refe- 
rence to  an  affidavit  made  by  Colin  Mitchel  at 
Havana,  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  October,  eigh- 
teen hundred  and  twenty-one ;  said  interest  to 
be  calculated  at  and  after  the  rate  of  five  per 
centum  per  annum  ;  provided,  nevertheless,  that 
the  said  John  Carnoehan  and  Peter  Mitchel 
shall  grant,  or  cause  to  be  granted,  unto  the 
said  William  Christie,  a  clear,  unencumbered, 
and  satisfactory  title,  to  the  said  sixteen  shares^ 
or  eighty  thousand  acres  of  land  lying  in  West 
l^lorid  a  as  aforesaid  • 

'^  2d.  William  Christie  to  place  to  the  credit 
side  of  his  account  with  the  late  firm  of  Camo- 
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ohan  A^  Mitohttl,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  pounds  1836. 
sterling,  or  forty-four  thousand  four  hundred  and  p^^jCi^^ 
forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four  cents,  being  in  7* 
payment  to  Camochan  &  Mitchel  for  thirty  shares, 
or  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  of  land, 
lying  in  the  territory  as  aforesaid  of  West  Flo- 
rida ;  the  said  sum  of  forty-four  thousand  four 
hundred  and  forty-four  dollars  and  forty-four 
cents,  to  draw  an  accumulating  interest  to  the  cre- 
dit of  the  said  Carnochan  &  Mitchel,  at  and  after 
the  rate  of  five  per  centum  per  annum.  The  pe- 
riod when  said  interest  shall  commence  to  be 
calculated,  shall  be  from  the  day  of  the  date  of 
the  title,  which  title  is  referred  to  in  the  provi- 
sion next  following :  provided,  nevertheless,  that 
the  said  John  Carnochan  and  Peter  Mitchel 
iriiall  grant,  or  cause  to  be  granted,  unto  the  said 
William  Christie,  a  clear,  unencumbered,  and  sa- 
lisfactory  title  of  the  said  thirty  shares,  or  one 
hundred  and  fifty  thousand  acres  of  land,  lying  in 
the  territory  of  West  Florida  as  aforesaid. 

<'  3d.  William  Christie  to  place  to  the  credit 
«de  of  his  account,  with  the  late  firm  of  Camo- 
chan Sc  Mitchel,  the  one  half  amount  of  the  ster- 
ling cost  of  a  case  of  merchandise,  marked  AF. 
(56)  number  fifty-six,  shipped  to  A.  H.Putnam  Sc 
Co.,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  sixteen, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  ninety-one  pounds,  eight 
shillings,  and  seven  pence,  as  the  whole  cost ;  one 
half  to  be  thus  credited  is  forty-five  pounds, 
fourteen  shillings,  and  three  pence  half  penny, 
or  two  hundred  and  three  dollars  sixteen  cents, 
without  placing  any  interest  whatever  to  the  ere- 
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189Gt    dit  of  Oajrnochan  &  Mitehel,  ob  this  aiiKniiity  no 
^g^j|^2S![  intcJ*c»t  considered  a»  of  riglM  aceramg  go  this 

▼.       oredit 
«»iMie.       ,,  4^^    WiUiam  Christie  to  place  to  the  orodit 

aide  of  his  account  \v  Hh  the  bte  firm  of  Cwno* 
dmn  &  Mitchely  one  third  of  the  net  proceeds  of 
twenty-one  bales  of  cotton,  the  whole  amount  of 
net  proceeds  of  twenty-^five  bale^  of  cotton, 
and  also  the  "whole  amount  of  net  prooeeds 
of  thirty-nine  bales  of  cotton,  with  an  accu* 
mulating  interest  from  the  date  when  in  funds 
from  the  sale  of  same,  at  and  after  the  rate 
of  five  per  centum  per  annum :  provided,  ne* 
vertheless,  that  the  said  John  Carnochan  As 
Peter  Mitchel  shall  grant  to  said  William  Gbristiey 
the  bonds  of  Bainbridges  &  Brown,  of  London, 
indemnifying  the  said  William  Christie  againat 
any  future  claimants  whatever,  for  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  said  twenty-five  bales  of  cotton  ;  and, 
also,  against  all  such  unaecertained  charges  m 
now  exist,  or  may  hereafter  exist,  i^ainst  the 
thirty-nine  bales  of  cotton  as  ofovesaid. 

'^  5th.  William  Christie  to  place  to  the  credit 
side  of  his  account  with  the  late  firm  of  Came- 
chan  &  Mitchel,  one  half  the  amount  of  three 
hundred  and  fifty  poun^  sterling  paid  for  deeds. 
&c.f  one  half  to  be  borne  by  the  said  Williaem 
Christie,  and  the  other  half  by  Carnochan  Sc 
Mitchel,  being  seven  hundred  and  seventy-seven 
dollars  and  seventy-seven  cents,  with  interest  at 
five  per  centum  per  annum  as  aforesaid,  fi'om  the 
period  of  the  debit  in  the  books  of  said  Wittiam 
Christie. 

*^  6th.  William  Christie  to  place  to  the  credit 
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side  of  hie  account  with  the  late  firm  of  GaracH    ISSBCi 
chan  &  Mitchel,  a  discount  pa^d  by  Garaochan 


&  Mitohel  on  Vimnia  bank  noiea  received  from  ▼• 
Jeiin.  <j«uve»  on  account  of  William  Ghriatie^ 
aMotmting  to  twenty-two  hundred  and  ten  d<^ 
hins  at  tWo  and  a  half  per  cent,  is  fifty-five  del* 
ler 8  and  twenty-five  oentS)  with  interest,  at  five 
per  centum  per  annum,  from  the  date  of  receipt 
of  said  money. 

^^  7th>  Wm.  Ghriatie  to  place  to  the  credit  side 
of  his  account  with  the  late  firm  of  Garnochan 
and  Mitchel,  the  sum  of  sixty  dollars  and  seven- 
t]^five  cents,  for  attaching  money  in  the  hands 
of  R.  Harvey,  of  Augusta,  with  interest  of  five 
p6r  centum  per  annum,  from  the  date  of  such 
chaiige  in  the  books  of  Garnochan  Sl  Mitchel. 

^'  8tfa.  William  Ghristie  to  place  to  the  credit 
side  of  his  account  with  the  late  firm  of  Game- 
chan  &  Mitchel,  two  thirds  amount  of  the 
expenses  on  loading  the  ships  Ocean  and  Aber^ 
deen,  the  whole  amounting  to  two  hundred  and 
forty^three  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents ;  two 
thirds  of  which,  to  be  credited  as  aforesaid,  is 
one  hundred  and  sixty-two  dollars  and  fifty  oentit 
with  interest  as  aforesaid,  at  the  rate  of  five  per 
centum  per  annum,  from  the  date  of  such  charge 
int  he  books  of  Garnochan  &  Mitchel. 

*^9th.  Garnochan  &  Mitchel  to  place  to  the 
credit  side  of  their  account  with  William  Ghris- 
tie, the  sum  of  four  pounds  sterling,  or  seventeen 
dollars  and  seventy  cents,  paid  by  the  latter  to 
Gaptain  Munro,  with  interest,  as  aforesaid,  at 
the  rate  of  five  per  centum  per  annum  from  the 
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1496.    date  of  siieh  advaiice,  as  entered  in  the  books 
^jJ^^jTJl^  of  WilKam  Christie. 

V.  ^  iOth.  Carnochan  &  Mitchel  are  to  account 

to  William  Christie  for  a  Libranza,  amountiiig 
to  three  hundred  dollars,  transmitted  to  C<rfni 
Mttehel,  of  Havana,  far  collection ;  also  for  u 
piece  of  red  cloth  and  some  thread,  remainiEg 
on  hand  unsold. 

<<llth.  The  undersigned  distinctly  award  and 
determine,  that  the  amounts  expressed  in  the  first, 
second,  and  fourth  preceding  items  of  this  in- 
strument of  award,  cannot  be  considered  as  sums 
to  the  credit  side  of  William  Christie's  account 
with  Carnochan  &  Mitchel,  until  all  the  conctt- 
tions  annexed  to  those  respective  items  are  fulfil- 
led. The  amounts  expressed  in  items  third, 
fifth,  sixth,  seventh  and  eighth,  are  without  any 
condition,  and  are,  of  course,  to  be  immediately 
placed  to  the  credit  of  Carnochan  &  Mitehel, 
in  the  account  of  William  Christie. 

**  12th.  The  undersigned  arbitrators  award, 
and  hereby  decide,  that  the  interest  of  William 
Christie  in  the  Florida  lands,  meaning  thereby 
the  80,000  acres,  and  150,000  acres,  mentioned 
in  items  first  and  second  of  this  instrument  of 
award,  is  an  undivided  interest. 

^*  18th.  The  undersigned  arbitrators  award,  and 
hereby  decide,  that  William  Christie  is  entitled 
to  debit  and  credit  Carnochan  &  Mitchel,  in 
account,  at  the  rate  of  five  per  centum  per  an- 
num interest  annually,  as  same  as  heretofore, 
or  shall   hereafter  become  due,   so  that  each 
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annual  accumulation  of  interest  shall  becomo    18S6. 
principal,  and  be  considered  as  same.  Caraoehiia 

"  1 4th.  The  arbitrators  feel  themselves  unquali-  ▼• . 
fied  to  decide  upon  a  bill  of  charges  exhibited  by 
William  Christie  as  his  expenses  in  prosecuting 
this  suit,  together  with  other  charges  that  have 
been  incurred,  incidental  to  the  same,  both  in 
England  and  this  country,  and  would  beg  leave, 
with  the  consent  of  both  parties,  to  refer  the 
same  to  his  Honour,  the  Judge,  to  decide  on 
whom,  in  this  controversy,  such  expenses  can 
most  properly  fall. 

^*  15th.  The  arbitrators  do  hereby  award  and 
decide,  that  any  balance  that  is  now  due-,  or  shaH 
be  hereafter  paid  by  Garnochan  '&  Mitchel  to 
William  Christie,  shall  be  considered  as  money 
due  and  payable  in  England  at  par.  If,  there- 
fore, th^  sum  is  paid  by  Carnochan  &  Mitchel 
to  William  Christie  in  the  United  States,  it  must 
be  in  British  sterling,  at  the  current  rate,  of  ex- 
change between  the  two  countries. 

**  16th.  Whereas  William  Christie  has  this  day 
exhibited  to  the  undersigned  arbitrators  his  en- 
tire account  current  with  the  late  firm  of  Carnor 
chan  &  Mitchel,  with  interest  calculated  thereon 
up  to  the  sixteenth  instant,  we  have  duly  exa- 
mined the  same,  and  believe  it  to  be  a  just  and  faith- 
ful account,  showing  an  amount  of  thirty  thou- 
sand four  hundred  and  eighty-three  pounds,  one 
shilling  and  two  pence,  or  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
five  thousand,  four  hundred  and  eighty  dollars, 
and  twenty-five  cents,  due  him  from  Camo6hah 
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1806«    41&  MUcshel,  nod  whkk  sum  we  do  hereby  award 
^JJ^^^^  unto  the  said  Wiiliam  Christie  as  the  baais  upoa 
V*       which  a  fiaai  settlement  of  accounts  shall  take 
^^^'"^^^^   place  between  him  and  the  said  Carnoeban  & 
MitdbeL    It  14  to  be  distinctly  understood  by 
bptb  parties  in  this  controversy,  that  this  amount 
of  (thirty  thousand   fi)ur  hundred  and  eigbtf- 
three  pounds^  one  shilling,  two  pence  sterliagf 
or)  one  hundred  and  thirty-five  tliousand  four 
]iundred  and   eighty,  dollars,  and    tyveaty-five 
9j9nt%  as  now  awarded  to  William  Christie,  is 
subject  to  all  such  deductions  as  are  mentioned 
ro  the  preceding   items  of  this  instrument  of 
award;  namely,  the  unconditional  items  to  be 
immediately  deducted ;  the  conditional  items  to 
be  deducted  as  the  provisions  of  those  condi* 
tiona  shall  be  removed  by  Carlaochan  S^  MitcbeU 
as  will  more  fully  appear  is  intended  by  the  ar- 
bitrators, by  reference  to  the  eleventh  item  of 
this  iiPStrun^nt  of  award :  provided,  neverthe^ 
less,  that  such  ainaunts  as  are  awarded  to  the 
credit  of  Carnochan  and  Mitcliel  in  the  preceding 
items  of  this  instrument  of  award,  as  are  hereby 
credited  in  the  account  current,  as  aforesaidt  of 
William  Christie,  shall  be  oonsidered  alwaya  as 
settled  by  being  placed  in  said  account  to  the 
credit  of  Carnochan  &  Mitchel,  and,  of  course, 
cannot  be  deducted  again,  as  might  be  inferred* 
without  tliijs  explanation,  under  tlie  name  of  a 
provision  to  this  item  the  sixteenth. 

^^  17th.  This  item  the  arbitrators  b^  leave  to 
introduce  as  explanatory,  rather  than  having  any 
apecific  award  or  decision  thereon,  affecting  the 
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parties  in  conbroverqr^  bjr  obeerving,  that  the  1826; 
actual  ameont  diat  it  may  be  deanraUe  to  aeoer*  ^^^^^^^ 
tain  may  be  due  from  Caraochan  iu  Mitohel  to  _^  ▼. 
William  Christie,  at  any  future  day,  arising  fronk 
the  accouat  now  referred  to  of  William  Olur istie, 
and  also  the  deductions  to  be  made  from  the 
aame,  growing  out  of  this  instrument  of  award, 
may  be  known  by  ascertaining  whether  Carao^ 
chan  &  Mitchel  have  removed  the  conditions  an-^ 
Hexed  to  items  first,  second,  and  fomrtfa ;  and,  if 
found  to  be  removed,  then  the  whole  amoairt  aow 
awarded  in  their  favour  (under  conditions)  tHll 
be  placed  to  their  credit  in  the  account  of  Wil* 
liam  Christie ;  which,  on  supposition  of  being 
removed  and  placed  at  their  credit  at  this  period 
of  time,  would  leave  a  balance  due  from  Carno*^ 
chan  &  Mitchel  to  William  Christie,  of  a  sum 
within  the  amount  of  seventy  thousand  dollars. 

(Signed,)  *'  Sam.  Nicbolas, 

"  Wm.  Gaston. 
^  Sawrtnah,  FAruary  13<ft,  1822." 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  this  award ;  and,  oa 
the  23d  of  Deoember,  1822,  an  interlocutory  de- 
cree was  pronounced  by  the  Circuit  Court,  affirm- 
ing the  award*  %sui  referring  the  cattae  to  the 
Register,  ^^  to  report  the  precise  amount  due  the 
defendant,  absolutely,  according  to  the  princi[^0 
established  by  the  award ;  also,  the  amount  due 
hypotheticaUy,  should  the  eompteinanta  fhil  to 
fidfil  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  award  ;  in 
which  undertaking* he  shall  be  at  liberty  to  in* 
voke  the  aid  of  the  arbitrators,  or  either  of  them. 
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1826.    He  must  also  report  to  the  Court  the  titles  pro- 
"q^I^^^II^  posed  to  be  given  by  the  cotnplftinants  to  the  de- 
y.       fendant  Chrustie,  for  the  several  purchases  of  the 
Florida  lands,  should  any  difficulty  arise  be- 
tween the  parties  on  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the 
titles." 

The  Court  also  directed  the  parties  to  join  in 
a  transfer  of  the  Florida  lands  to  trustees,  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  the  money  due  under 
the  award,  when  instructed  to  do  so  under  order 
of  the  Court. 

.  The  report  of  the  Register  was  made,  show- 
ing the  sum  *due  according  to  the  award,  should 
1^  title  be  made  to  Christie  for  the  Florida  lands 
he  had  purchased ;  and  .also  the  sum  which 
would  be  due,  should  no  such  deeds  be  aiade. 
:  At  the  same  term,  on  the  return  of  this  report, 
a  final  decree  was  pronounced,  affirming  the 
award,  and  affirming  also  the  Register's  report ; 
and  directing  the  parties  to  join  in  a  transfer  of 
their  whole  interest  in  the  Florida  lands  to  trus- 
tees, "  in  trust  to  hold  the  same  in  pursuance  of 
the  terms  of  the  said  submission,  and  the  award 
made  thereon.'^  The  injunction  was  dissolved, 
and  the  bill  dismissed. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  decree,  and 
contend,  that  the  award  ought  to  be  set  aside, 
because,   '        •  •     c 

1st.  The  arbitratom  hitve' not  decided  the 
whole  matter  that  was  submitted  to  them. 

2d.  They  have  decided  and  awarded  wbat  was 
not  submitted 

3d.  The  award  is  uncertain. 


Christie. 


on    on 
omiMion  ^ 
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1.  In  support  of  the  exception  founded  on  the    1626. 
ftdlure  of  the  arbitrators  to  decide  on  the  whole  ^J^^^JJ^ 
natter  submitted  to  them^  it  is  alleged  by  the    _^  y. 
plaintiffs^  that  the  duress  under  which  the  deeds 
of  trust,   executed  in  England,  were  obtained,  i^^^^omi 
constituted  a  very  essential  part  of  the  <5ontro- ^J'^'^^J^^^f^ 
▼ersy,  on  which  the  award  is  entirely  silent.        the  whole  mat- 

•^.  ^  tari  relerjred. 

It  IS  undoubtedly  true,  that  this  is  a  *^  matter  in 
controversy  as-  exhibited  in  the  pleadings/'  and 
would  be  submitted  to  the  arbitrators  by  the  ge- 
neral words  of  the  first  sentence,  describing  the 
extent  of  the  submission,  if  it  were  not  with- 
dravrn  from  them  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
same  instrument.  But  we  think  it  is  withdrawn. 
After  directing  that  the  arbitrators  shall  ascer- 
tain the  balance  due  on  the  account,  the  agree- 
ment of  submission  adds :  '^  that  as  soon  as  that 
balance  is  paid,  the  deeds  and  other  encumturan- 
ces  held  by  the  said  William  Christie,  with  the 
settled  account  and  note  of  Carnochan  &> 
Mitchell  are  to  be  delivered  up." 

This  is,  we  think,  a  waiver  of  any  objection 
to  the  manner  in  which  those  deeds  were  ob- 
tained,  and  an  admission  that  they  should  remain 
in  the  hands  of  Christie  as  a  security  for  the 
debt,  until  it  should  be  discharged. 

2.  The  second  omission  with  which  this  award 
is  charged,  is  the  failure  to  decide  on  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  a  credit  for  Christie's  propor- 
tion of  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  settlement 
of  the  Florida  lands. 

This,  too^  was  undoubtedly  a  matter  of  contro- 
versy.    But  we  think  it  has  been  decided.     The 
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V6M.    arbitmtocs  hast  allowed  to  the  plamtil&  aeveral 
^^^^^  tkedita  daimed  jif  them,  bn%  Imra  UQt  expff^Mml 


t.  their  reyeetioa  of  any  kem  whidh  may  have  bees 
made  and  diaallTmed.  loatead  of  inUrodueuttf 
iato  the  award  the  aereral  itema  wlueb  may  hafe 
beeo  daimed  and  disallowed,  they  award  a  wpe^ 
cific  mm  to  tine  defendant,  with  a  declaration 
that  tbe  several  iteau  enumerated  in  th^  prace- 
4iing  part^rf*  the  awaid  as  credits  to  whick  the 
f^iadfis  ara  entitled,  are  to  be  dedncted  there^ 
fMm.  Tbis  is»  we  think,  a  ruction  of  aH  cce- 
^Gts  not  enumerated. 

3.  The  feilure  to  dedde  on  the  allegatton  aude 
in  the  bill,  and  denied  in  the  answer,  that  SBJiOO 
acres,  part  of  the  interest  in  the  Florida  land 
aold  to<fae  defendant,  was  a  mere  donatioay  made 
under  eatpeotations  which  were  entirely  disap^ 
pointed. 

This  also  is,  we  think,  decided  in  the  award. 
The  2d  ar^le  directs  a  credit  of  £ltt,000  ster- 
ling to  be  given  to  C.  &>  M.,  being  in  {layment 
to  them  for  thirty  shares^  or  130^000  aeres  of 
land,  lying  in  the  territory  of  West  Florida. 
This,  we  think,  asserted  the  title  of  the  said 
Christie  to  the  whole  qiMuitity  of  land^  and  n^ 
gatives  the  right  of  the  piainttis  to  reeiaim  uny 
part  of  it. 
Objection  to     Tho  seoond  objection  to  the  award  is,  that  the 

theaward.that      »  •.       .  i^       ^  j    j    ^u    •  

the  arbitratora  arbitrators  nave,  exceeded  their  power,  u  reqwr 
their  ^?n^  nng  the  plaintiffs  to  give  a  dear  unraicusibered 

title  to  the  Florida  lands. 
The  plaintiffs  are  not  required  to  give  a  title. 

This  is  not  a  substantive  and  independent  part 
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of  the  award,  dtrecttDg  them  to  dd  a  paHioiilir 
act,  for  the  neglect  of  which  they  would  be  lia^ 


fis^nodns 


Ue  to  damages,  or  for  the  enforcing  of  which  an  _^  ▼« 
stlaehment  might  iwnie.  This  part  of  the 
award  is  not  compulsory.  If  the  plaintiffs  chooria 
to  waive  the  credit  for  the  purchaae  monejt  they 
are  left  at  liberty  to  do  S0|  and  to  withhold  the 
title,  in  which  case  the  award  affords  the  defends 
ant  no  coercive  means  to  compel  a  conveyance* 
But  had  this  article  of  the  award  been  peremp* 
tory,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  arbitrators 
would  have  exceeded  their  power  in  making  it* 
That  power  extends  to  all  matters  in  contro- 
versy, as  exhibited  in  the  pleadings,  unless  it  be 
restrained  by  other  parts  of  the  snbmission. 
The  title  which  the  defendant  might  rightfidly 
demand  was  one  of  these  matters.  The  plain* 
tiff's  contend  in  their  bill,  that  the  defendant  w«k 
perfectly  acquainted  with  the  state  of  the  title, 
and  was  bound  to  take  it,  such  as  it  was ;  and 
there  are  strong  circumstances  to  support  their 
pretensions,  at  least  as  far  as  respects  the  60,000 
acres  purchased  from  the  Inerarities.  The  de- 
fendant insists  that  they  were  bound  to  make 
him  a  clear  title,  and  relies  to  prove  this  on  a 
memorandum  at  the  foot  of  a  stated  account,  in 
these  words : 

<*  Memorandum.  From  the  balance  due  to  me  on 
this  account  as  per  contra,  there  is  to  be  deducb- 
ed,  as  agreed  on  between  Messrs.  Carnochan  A 
Mitchel  and  mysdC  in  lieu  of  150,000  acrda,  or 
30  sharea  of  their  purchaae  of  Apnlachiocda 
lands,  held  in  trust  for  them  by   Bir.  OoKn 
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1836.    Mitchell  on  his  and  their  execoting  to  me  a  pro- 
^Jgj^^^^  per  title  for  the  same^  the  sum  of  10,000  poimda." 
▼.  The  memorandum  proceeds  in  like  manner  to 

state,  that  on  a  title  for  the  80,000  acres,  there 
shall  be  deducted  the  sum  of  6,583  pounds  eight 
shillings  and  six  pence* 

The  question,  what  was  a  proper  title,  was  for 
a  Court  to  decide  under  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  contract,  and  was  transferred  to  the  arbitra- 
tors by  the  submission,  unless  it  be  withdrawn 
from  them  by  a  subsequent  clause  of  that  instra- 
ment. 

The  plaintiffs  contend,  that  it  is  withdrawn  by 
the  provision,  that,  if  the  arbitrators  should  de* 
cide  that  Christie  was  entitled  to  an  undivided 
interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  Florida  lands, 
then  the  whole  property  shall  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  trustees,  "  with  authority  to  sell  the 
same,  or  such  part  thereof  as  may  be  necessary, 
and  appropriate  the  proceeds  to  William  Chris* 
tie  on  his  own  account,  and  to  the  credit  of  the 
balance  which  shall  be  found  due  to  him,  until 
the  same  is  extinguished  in  the  proportion  of  the 
respective  interests  of  W.  C.  and  C.  &  M." 

The  12th  article  of  the  award  decides^  that  the 
interest  of  W.  C.  in  the  Florida  lands,  is  an  un- 
divided interest.  The  plaintiffs  insist,  that  the 
parties  have  themselves  provided  for  the  state  of 
things  produced  by  this  decision.  They  have 
directed  that  all  the  lands  shall  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  trustees,  to  be  sold  by  them  so  &r  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  payment  of  the  debt 
due  to  Christie.    They  have  agreed  on  what 
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^ali  be  done  if  the  landa  were  held  in  oooKnOd,    t896* 
^aod  tbat  on  which  they  have  agreed  is  iocoosfis-  caruochwi^ 
teat  with  what  the  arbitrators  have  done.  ▼; 

There  is,  undoubtedly,  some  eonfusaon  in  this 
part  of  the  subinissioni  which  renders  the  eon- 
structiiHi  difficult.  It  directs,  that  the  interest  of 
Ohrktie,  as  well  as  that  of  C.  &  M.,  shall  be 
sold,  aud  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  individual 
credit  of  Christie^  and  to  the  credit  of  C.  &  M. 
on  their  debt  to  Christie,  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  interests  in  the  land.  This  may  be 
readily  done,  should  the  lands  be  sufficient  to 
4isoharge  the  debt.  Should  they  be  insufficient, 
and  fibould  the  insufficiency  arise  from  want  of 
tide  in  C.  &  iA;  Christie  gives  the  credit  abao- 
laftdy,  although  he  had  contended  that  the  right 
of  the  plaintiffi)  to  the  credit  depended  on  the  va- 
lidity of  the  title  they  sold.  This  consideration 
may  enter  into  the  construction  of  the  subraia* 
«k>n,  if  the  words  be  doubtful,  but  cannot  control 
the  arrangement  of  the  parties  if  that  be  intelli- 
gible. We  rather  incline  to  the  opinion,  that  as 
the  whole  property,  including  the  interest  of 
Christie,  was  to  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  trus- 
tees to  be  sold  on  joint  account,  that  the  convey- 
ance of  a  title  to  Christie  could  not  be  contem- 
jdated  as  a  preliminary  measure.  But  it  is  un- 
necessary to  give  any  positive  opinion  on  this 
point,  because,  we  think,  the  award  must  be  set 
aside  because  it  is  uncertain,  and  not  final  in  a 
very  material  point. 

The  arbitratiHTs  have  determined  that  C.  ^ 

Vol.  Xr.  r.o 
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1826.    M.  are  entitled  to  a  credit  of  6S,290  dollars  and 

Q^l^^^^l^^  99  cents,  on  account  of  the  sales  of  lands  to 

V.        Christie,  provided  they  **  shall  grant,  or  cause 

The"a!!^ird^^  bo  granted,  to  the  said  W.  C,  a  clear,  unen- 
Mt  aiide,  as  cumbered  and  satisfactory  title"  to  the  said  lands. 

being     uncer-  '' 

tain  and  In-  No  tiuie  is  limited  by  which  this  title  shall  be 

conclusive.  .   "^ 

made.  The  question,  then,  whether  this  credit 
is  to  be  allowed,  or  disallowed,  is  left  indefinitely 
open.  Consequently,  the  award  is  not  final.  It 
does  not  settle  the  accounts  between  the  par- 
ties. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  Court  may  prescribe  some 
time  by  which  the  title  shall  be  made,  the  an- 
swer is,  that  if  the  arbitrators  could  refer  that 
question  to  the  Court,  they  have  not  done  so. 
They  have  left  it  entirely  open.  But  the  award 
ought  itself  to  settle  finally  and  conclusively  the 
whole' matter  referred  to  them.  It  is  contrary  to 
the  principle  of  a  general  reference,  that  the 
Court  should  take  the  award  as  far  as  it  goes, 
^nd  supply  all  omissions  by  its  decree.  The 
award  ought  to  be  in  itself  a  complete  adjust- 
ment of  the  controversies  submitted  to  the  arbi- 
trators. 

This  award,  therefore,  ought  to  be  set  aside, 
and  the  decree  affirming  it  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court.  The  case 
will,  then,  stand  before  that  Court  as  it  did  pre- 
vious to  the  submission.  The  Court  may  dis- 
solve the  injunction  so  far  as  it  should  be  perfectly 
satisfied  that  the  plaintiffs  are  indebted  to  the 
defendant;  and  Christie  may  either  avail  him- 
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self  of  the  deeds  he  has  received,  or  file  a  cross 
bill  praying  the  'aid  of  the  Court. 

Decree.  This  cause  came  oo,  &c.  On  con- 
sideration whereof,  this  Court  is  of  opinion,  that 
there  is  error  in  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
in  affirming  the  award  made  by  the  arbitrators  in 
this  cause,  which  said  award  ought  to  have  been 
set  aside,  becaqse  the  same  is  not  certain  and 
final.  It  is,  therefore,  decreed  aud  ordered, 
that  the  said  decree  be  reversed  and  annulled, 
and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  Circuit 
Court,  with  directions  to  set  aside  the  said  award, 
and  to  take  such  further  proceedings  in  the 
said  cause  as  may  be  equitable  and  just. 


4e: 

1826. 


[CONSTITUTIOWAL  LaW.] 


The  United  States  v.  Ortega. 


11  wh^er; 


An  indictment  under  the  Crimes  Act  of  1790,  c.  d6.  [IX.]  s.  37.  &| 
jnGracting  tbe  law  of  nations  bj  offering  violence  to  the  person  of 
a  foteign  minister,  is  not  a  case  '^  affecting  ambassadors,  other  pub- 
lic ministers  and  consuls,'*  within  the  £d  section  of  the  3d  article  of 
the  constitation  of  the  United  States. 

The  Circuit  Courts  have  jurisdiction  of  suoli  ao  offence  vndertb* 
nth  section  of  ihe  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  c.  20. 

QiiiFre.  Whether  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  not  only 
original,  but  exclusive  of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  <<  cases  affecting 
ambassadors,  other  public  ministers  and  consuls,"  within  the  true 
construction  of  the  2d  section  of  the  3d  article  of  the  constitution  ? 
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1826.        Mr.  Justice  Washington  delivered  the  opi- 

^^^y^"^  T^ion  of  the  Court. 

T.  The  defendant,   Juan   Gualberto  de  Ortega, 

Ortega,    ^g^  indicted  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  Umted 

March  16th.  Btatcs  for  the  eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania, 
for  infracting  the  law  of  nations,  by  offering  vio- 
lence to  the  person  of  Hilario  de  Rivas  y  Salmon, 
the  charge  d'affaires  of  his  Catholic  Majesty  the 
King  of  Bpain  in  the  United  States,  contrary  to 
the  law  of  nations,  and  to  the  act  of  the  Con* 
gress  of  the  United  States  in  such  case  provided. 
The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  of  guilty,  the 
defi&ndant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  as* 
Signed  for  cause,  "  that  the  Circuit  Court  has  not 
jurisdiction  of  the  matter  charged  in  the  indtet- 
ment,  inasmuch  as  it  is  a  case  affecting  an  am- 
bassador or  other  public  minister."  The  opinions 
of  the  Judges  of  that  Court  Upon  this  point  being 
opposed,  the  cause  comes  before  this  Court  upon 
a  certificate  of  such  disagreement. 

The  questions  to  which  the  point  certified  by 
the  Court  below  gives  rise,  are,  first,  whethef 
this  is  a  case  affecting  an  ambassador  or  other 
pttblic  minister,  within  the  meaning  of  the  second 
section  of  the  third  article  of  the  coirstitution  of 
the  United  States.  If  it  be,  then  the  next  ques- 
tion would  be,  whether  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  such  cases,  is  not  only  original, 
|>ut  exclusive  of  the  Circuit  Courts,  under  the 
Irue  coBstruction  of  the  above  section  and  ar- 
ticle. 

The  last  question  need  not  be  decided  in  the 
present  case,  because  the  Court  is  clearly  of 
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4Q» 


upintbn,  that  this  is  not  a  case  affecting  a  public 
minister,  within  the  plain  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tution. It  is  that  of  a  public  prosecution,  insti- 
tuted and  conducted  by  and  in  th^  name  of  the 
United  States^  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  the 
law  of  nations,  and  that  of  the  United  States, 
offended,  as  the  indictment  charges,  in  the  per- 
9on  of  a  public  minister,  by  an  assault  committed 
4>n  him  by  a  private  individual.  It  is  a  case,  then^ 
which  affects  the  United  States,  and  the  indivi- 
dual whom  they  seek  to  punish;  but  one  in 
which  tho  minister  himself,  although  he  was  the 
person  injured  by  the  assault,  has  no  concern, 
either  in  tho  event  of  the  prosecution,  or  in  the 
costs  attending  it. 

It  is  ordered  to  be  certified  to  the  Circuit  Court 
far  the  eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania,  that 
dMit  Court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  char<* 
ged  in  the  indictment,  the  case  not  being  one 
which  affects  an  ambassador  pr  other  pubKc 
'  minister. 


1826, 


Certificate,  accofdingiy/ 


4  The  eoBstitution  of  the  United  States  provides,  (art.  S.  sec. 
3.)  that  "  the  judicial  power  shall  extend  to  all  cases  in  law  and 
equity,  arising  under  this  constitution,  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  treaties  made,  or  which  shall  be  made,  under  their  ivh 
thority  'ytodX  coiet  affecting  ambasModorM^  other  puhiicmnuter»j 
(sndconmlt;  to  all  cases  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurbdiction  ;  to 
controversies  to  which  the  United  States  shall  be  a  party ;  to  con- 
troversies between  two  or  more  States,  between  a  State  and  cittzens 
of  another  State,  between  citizens  of  different  Statics,  between  chi- 
aens  of  the  same  State  claiming  lands  under  gfrants  of  di0erent 
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1 826.      States,  and  betwepp  a  State^  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign 
i_^-  -^'  states,  citizens,  or  subjects/'     And  that,  ^'  in  all  cases  affecting 
U.  States    ambassarfors,  other  public  ministers^  and  consuls,  and  those  in 
OrtAoa.     ^^^^^^  *  State  shall  be  purty,  the  Supreme  Court  Bhall  have  origi' 
naljutisdicti'm.     In  all  the  other  cases  before  mentioned,  the  Su- 
preme Court  shall  have  appellate  jurisdiction,  both  as  to  law  and 
fact,  with  such  exceptions,  and  under  such  regulations,  as  the  Con- 
gress shall  make." 

The  Crimes  Act,  of  1790,  c.  36.  [ix  ]  s.  25.  enacU,  <'  That  if 
any  writ  or  process  shall  at  any  time  be  sued  forth  or  prosecuted 
by  any  person  or  persons  in  any  of  the  Courts  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  of  the  Courts  of  a  particular  State,  or  by  any 
Judge  or  Justice  therein  respectively,  whereby  the  person  of  any 
ambassador,  or  other  public  minister,  of  any  ftireign  prince  oi  state, 
authorized  and  received  as  such  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  or  any  domestic  or  domestic  servant  of  any  such  ambas- 
sador or  other  public  minister,  may  be  arrested  or  imprisooedy  or 
his  or  their  goods  or  chattels  be  distrained,  seized,  or  attached, 
such  writ  or  process  shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  utterly 
null  and  void,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  (s.  26.) 
That  in  case  any  perscm  or  persons  shall  sue  forth  or  prosecute  any 
such  writ  or  process,  such  person  or  persons,  and  all  attorneys  or  so- 
licitors,  prosecuting  or  holiciting  in  such  cdse,  and  all  officers 'exe- 
cuting any  such  writ  or  piocess,  being  thereof  convicted,  shall  be 
deemed  violators  of  the  law  of  nations,  and  disturbers  of  the  public 
repose,  and  imprisoned  not  exceeding  three  years,  and  fined  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Court."  The  same  section  also  contains  a  pro- 
viso, excepting  from  the  operation  of  the  preceding  sectioDS,  any 
citizen  or  inhabitant  of  the  United  States,  who  shall  have  contract- 
ed debts  before  entering  into  the  service  of  such  minister,  and  re^ 
quiring  the  name  of  such  servant  to  be  previously  registered  in 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  &c.  The  27ih  section  pro- 
vides, ^  That  if  any  person  shall  violate  any  safe  conduct  or 
passport  duly  obtained,  and  issued  under  the  authority  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  or  shtiU  agsuultj  mtrike,  woundy  tm^riton,  or  in  anjf 
manner  infract  the  taw  oj  ntitions,  btf  ojftnng  violence  to  the 
person  of  an  Ofobassadorj  or  other  pubiic  minister^  such  person 
so  offending,  on  conviction,  shall  be  imprisoned  not  exceeding 
three  years,  and  fined  at  the  discretion  of  the  Court.'^ 

The  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  c.  20.  s.  9.  provides,  "  That  the 
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District  Courts  shall  have,  exclasively  of  the  Courts  of  the  seve-      1826. 
ral  States,  cognizance  of  all  crimes  and  offences  that  shall  be  cog-  .^p>^v«^^ 
nisable  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  committed  witb-    U*  States 
in  their  respective  districts,  or  upon  the  high  seas,  where  no  other      Ortasa 
punishment  than  whipping  not  exceeding  thirty  stripes,  a  fine  not 
exceeding  one  hundred  dollars,  or  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  ex- 
ceeding six  months,  is  to  be  inflirt(*d.''      '<  And  shall  also  have 
jurisdiction,  exclusively  of  the  Courts  of  the  several  States,  of  all 
suits  against  con9uh  or  vice^consuU^  except  for  offences  above  the 
description  aforesaid.^' 

The  same  act  (s.  1 1.)  provides,  that  the  Circuit  Courts  "  shall 
have  exclusive  cognizance  of  all  crimes  and  offences  cognizable 
under  the  etuthorify  of  the  United  States,  except  where  this  act 
otherwise  provides,  or  the  laws  of  the  United  States  shall  other- 
wise direct,  and  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  District  Courts, 
of  the  crimes  and  offences  cognisable  therein."  It  also  provides 
(s.  13.)  that  the  Supreme  Court  '<  shall  have,  exclusively,  all  such 
jurisdiction  of  suits  or  proceedings  against  ambassadors,  or  other 
public  ministers,  or  their  domestics,  or  domestic  servants,  as  a 
Court  of  law  can  have  or  exercise  consistently  with  the  law  of 
nations;  and  original,  but  not  exclusive  jurisdiction,  of  all  suits 
brougfit  by  ambassadors  or  other  public  ministers,  or  in  which  a 
consul,  or  vice-consul,  shall  be  a  pnrty." 

The  question  whether  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
*^  all  cases  affecting  ambassadors,  other  public  ministers,  and  con- 
suls," is  exclusive  as  well  as  originaly  under  the  constitution,  so  as 
to  preclude  Congress  from  vesting  in  any  other  tribunal  jurisdic- 
tion over  surh  cases,  has  never  been  decided  in  terms  by  this 
Court.  But,  it  was  heM,  as  early  as  the  year  1793,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  District  of  Pennsylvania,  by  Wilson  and  Psters, 
J.  J.  (Iredell,  J.  dissenting,)  that  the  jurisdiction  in  a  criminal 
prosecution  against  a  foreign  consul,  who  was  indicted  for  a  misde- 
meanor at  common  law,  was  constitutionally  vested  in  that  Court, 
under  the  1 1th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1 789,  c.  20.  (The 
United  States  v  Ravara,  2  Doll.  Rrp  297*)  It  has,  however, 
been  expressly  determined  by  this  Court,  that  the  clause  of  the 
constitution  giving  the  Supreme  Cou'-t  a;;/^e///it^  jurisdiction  in  all 
other  cases  than  those  in  which  original  jurisdiction  is  granted, 
does  not  exclude  the  Court  from  exercising  appelhte  jurisdiction 
in  cases  ''  arising  under  the  constitution,  laws,  and  treaties  of  the 
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1896.  Uoion/'  and  in  <<  cases  of  admiralty  aad  naritfane  juriidktioii,*' 
v^»^/-^^  ^akbough  an  anbMsador,  «thf  r  public  ministeri  or  conaoii  nay  be 
U«  fitaias  «  fMMly.  If,  for  example,  a  Ibreigtt  mioiater  is  sai^i  in  a  State 
oll,^  €imt  by  an  ladWidual,  and  that  Caurt  should  ttke  jariadictioa, 
attd  grre  judgment  against  the  minister,  the  Supreme  Conrl  of  the 
United  Stalea  may  revise  the  judgment  under  clie  appeUale  powcm 
given  to  it  by  the  25th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  17^^  «• 
20.  So,  where  ilie  inferior  Courts  of  the  Union  take  C4)gniBanoe^ 
as  Courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  jurisdiction,  of  suits  broagkl 
by  foreign  consuls  in  maritime  causes  in  which  tiieir  lellow  eiti* 
2ens  are  intei«sted,  the  appellate  power  of  this  Court  has  heen 
^Mmstaady  eierciaed.  [See  tlie  judgment  of  this  Coutt  in  the  caa& 
of  Cohens  V.  yiiginia,mtle,  vol.  VI.  pp.596 — 401.  in  which  the 
pruTAoas  ease  of  Marbury  v.  Madison,  (1  Cramch^$  ilep.  174.)  is 
revised  and  etfllained.]  But  where  the  jurisdictian  depends  mere^ 
upon  the  character  of  tlie  consul,  and  not  upon  the  nature  of  tlie 
case,  the  question  has  never  been  determined  by  this  Caurty  whe- 
dicr  Congress  could  invest  any  other  tribunal  tlmn  the  Supriwar 
Court,  witii  original  jurisdiction* 

It  has  been  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  PennayWania, 
that  the  State  Courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  any  suit  bso^ght 
againH  a  foreign  consul  or  vice-consul.  { Mannlwrdt  v.  Sodera- 
trom,  1  Binn,  Rep.  138.)  There  seems  to  be  no  reason  to  douht 
the  correctness  of  this  adjudication,  the  constitution  giving  to  the 
national  judiciary  cognisance  of  ^  all  cases  affecting  consuls,"  and 
Congress  having,  by  the  9th  section  of  the  Judicinry  Ad  of  17 W, 
c  20«,  vested  the  District  Couru  of  the  Union  with^risdiction  of 
various  matters  both  of  a  criminal  and  civil  nature,  in  some  of 
which  their  jurisdiction  U  exclusive  of  the  State  Courts,  and,  in 
otiiers,  concurrent  with  them ;  and  towards  the  latter  part  of  tlie 
section,  th*-  District  ( 'ourts  being  vested  with  jurisdiction  ^  exch- 
sjee/y  o/*  the  Courts  o^  the  several  St€ieSf  of  all  suits  a^iiasl 
consuls  or  vice-consuls,  except  lor  offences  above  the  descriptioo 
aforesaid."  1  he  word  suits  includes  those  both  of  a  civil  and 
crimimil  nature ;  and  the  exception  of  '*  offences  above  the  de- 
scription albresaad,"  refers  to  a  description  in  the  first  part  of  the 
section,  vis.  offences  where  no  other  punishment  tliaa  whipping 
not  exceeding  thirty  stripes,  a  fine  not  exceeding  one  hundied  dol- 
lars, or  a  term  of  imprismiment  not  exceeding  six  months,  is  to  he 
inflicted. 
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Tilt  Ckaitt  CmvIb  of  the  Union  have  juriM&edon  ecmcorrently  1826« 
widi  the  Diftrict  Courts^  of  cSemem  within  thai  description^  in  v^ry^^i^ 
eofei  afitoiin;  oontub ;  and  the  Circuit  Cowtt  hnw  oxdnsive  ji»*  ^'  StMXe^ 
riidiotion  of  oflSencet  abo^e  that  deteriptioni  in  caaea  afifecting  con-  Q|m«. 
fob.  It  has  also  been  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Penn« 
sjlvanui,  that  this  last  jarisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Courts  is  not  only 
ezcfaishre  of  the  District  Courts^  but  of  the  State  Courts.  Upon 
thu  gronndi  an  indactosent  for  a  criminal  offbnce  under  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania,  against  the  Russian  Consul  General^  waa  qnashed 
for  want  of  jurisdiction  by  that  Court,  in  1816.  (Commonwealth 
V.  Kosloff,  5  Serg.  ^  Rnrie^  545.)  In  delivering  the  judgUMnt  of 
the  Court  in  that  case,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Tilobmak  also  examined 
the  question,  as  to  the  nature  and  eitent  of  the  privilsges  of  coo- 
sols  under  the  low  of  nations,  and  decided  that  the  privilege  of 
iramontty  from  criminal  pirosecutions  was  not  conferred  on  them 
by  (hat  law«  It  had  been  previously  determined  by  the  Enf^isb 
Court  of  K.  B«,  in  1814,  that  they  were  not  piivil^ied  as  public 
ministers  from  arrest  in  civil  cases.  (Vivian  v.  Beaker,  3  MauL 
4r  Selwi  284.)  And  the  authorities,  cited  from  the  text  writers  on 
the  law  of  nations,  in  these  two  cases,  show  that  eonauhi  are  in  no 
respect  privileged  as  public  ministen. 

It  results  irom  the  above  provisions  of  the  consdtotion,  the  acta 
of  Congress,  and  the  judicial  ezponticos  which  have  been  given 
to  them, 

1*  That  no  civil  suit  or  criminal  presecotion  can  be  commenced 
agaimi  a  foreign  ambassador,  other  public  minister,  or  consul,  in    ' 
any  State  Court* 

2.  That  such  ambassador,  public  mintoter,  or  consd,  may,  m 
his  election,  commence  a  suit  in  a  State  Court,  (in  other  respects 
of  competent  jurisdiction,)  against  an  ludividual. 

5.  That  an  ambassador,  or  other  public  minister,  oannol  be 
proceeded  agamst  in  any  civil  case,  by  compulsory  process,  in  any 
Court  whatever. 

4.  That  a  consul  may  be  sued,  or  proceeded  against,  civilly  or 
criminally,  in  the  Courts  of  the  Union,  in  the  same  manner  as  a 
privaie  individoaL 

5.  That  in  civil  suits  against  a  consul;  and  in  crirainoi  prosecu- 
tions against  him,  within  the  limits  of  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of 
the  I>istru:t  Courts,  the  District  Courts  have  jurisdiction  of  such 
5uit8  or  prosecutions. 

Voi«  XL  60 
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1826*         ^*  I'^&t  in  criminal  prosecutions  against  coaaulsy  for  eicnces 
K^^^^s/^^^  above  tbe  description  of  those  cagniaable  in  the  Disuict  CoortS)  J 

U.  States    ibe  Circuit  Courts  have  exclusive  jprisdictiooi  and  concurrent  ]■• 
Orteca»     i^diction  with  the  District  Courts  in  the  other  cases  cogninUe 
therein. 

7*  That  the  Supreme  Court  has  original  and  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tiott  of  such  suits  or  prosecutions  against  ambassadors,  and  other 
public  ministers,  as  any  Court  of  justice  can  exercise  cooustently 
with  the  law  of  nations. 

8.  That  the  Supreme  Court  has  original,  but  not  exclustve,  ju- 
jisdiction  of  suits  brought  by  ambassadors,  or  other  public  mioifr* 
ters,  or  in  which  a  consul  is  a  party. 

9.  That  the  Supreme  Court  has  appellate  jurisdictioD  of  all 
cases,  in  which  a  minister  or  consul  is  a  party,  arising  in  the  State 
Courts,  and  involving  the  construction  of  the  national  coostitutioDi 
or  the  validity  and  construction  of  tbe  laws  and  treaties  of  the 
Union,  under  the  restrictions  mentioned  in  the  25th  section  of  the 
Judiciary  Act  of  1789yC  20. 

10.  That  the  Supreme  Court  has  appellate  jurisdiction  of  all 
civil  suits  brought  in  the  Courts  of  tbe  Union,  having  original  ju- 
risdiction of  the  suit,  where  a  minister  or  consul  is  a  party,  and 
the  matter  in  dispute  exceeds  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars. 

In  criminal  cases  arising  in  the  Courts  of  the  Union,  no  writ  of 
error,  or  other  appellate  process,  to  remove  the  cause  to  the  Su* 
preme  Court,  has  been  provided  by  Congress ;  and  the  only  mode 
in  which  such  cases  can  be  revised  in  this  Court,  is  upon  a  certifi- 
cate whf  re  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  of  the  Circuit  Court  ai«  op- 
posed. (United  States  v.  La  Vengeance,  S,Datt.  Hep,  297, 
United  States  v.  More,  3  Cranch's  Rep.  159*  Ex  parte  Kearny, 
ante,  Vol.  VII.  p.  42.)  Consequently,  a  criminal  case  affecting  a 
consul,  can  only  be  revised  in  this  Court  upon  a  division  of  opi- 
nions of  the  Judges  of  the  ( 'ourt  below,  certified  imder  the  6th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  the  29th  of  April,  1802,  c.  291 » 
[xxxi,] 

The  question  as  to  what  is  the  law  by  which  cases  affecting  am- 
bassadors, other  public  ministers,  and  consuls,  are  to  be  deter- 
mined in  the  Courts  of  the  Union,  in  the  absence  of  any  legishi- 
tive  provisions  by  Congress  applicable  to  the  particular  case,  would 
lead  into  too  wide  a  field  of  discussion  to  be  embraced  by  the  pre- 
sent note.    It  is  obvious,  that  the  law  of  nations  would,  in  some 
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instaocM,  form  the  rule  of  decision ;  in  others,  such  as  civil  causes     ]:826« 
arisiog  out  of  contract,  and  questions  of  property,  the  laws  of  the  V^^v^^ 
several  States  would  form  the  rule;  but  in  what  manner  the  juris-    ^-  States 
diction  of  the  national  Courts  is  to  be  exercised  in  prosecutions     Ortega. 
against  consuls  for  offences  not  declared  penal  by  any  act  of  Con- 
gTMs,  is  a  subject  on  which  a  great  contrariety  of  opinions  has 
prevailed.     In  its  more  general  application,  this  has  been  stated  as 
a  question,  whether  the  United  States,  as  a  national  government, 
have  any  common  law,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  Courts  of 
the  United  States  have  any  common  law  jurisdiction.     In  a  late 
essay  upon  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts 
of  the  United  States,  Mr.  Duponceau  has  proposed  a  very  elegant 
and  ingenious  solution  of  this  problem,  by  assuming  a  distinction 
between  the  common  law  as  a  source  of  power,  and  as  a  meant 
for  its  exercise.    From  the  common  law,  considered  in  the  first 
point  of  view,  he  contends,  that  in  this  country  no  jurisdiction  can 
arise  J  while,  in  the  second,  every  lawful  jurisdiction  maybe  exert 
cised  through  its  instrumentality,  and  by  means  of  its  proper  ap- 
plication.    He  denies  its  capacity  to  confer  any  powert  on  the 
Courts  of  the  Union  which  they  do  not  possess  by  the  written 
code  of  the  national  government;  but,  he  insists,  that  as  a  tygtem 
of  jwrisprudenccy  it  is  the  national  law  of  the  Union,  so  far  as  it 
has  not  been  altered  by  the  constitution,  or  by  acts  of  Congress. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  consuls,  it  is  the  constitution  which  gives  the 
jurisdiction  in  personam^  but  it  is  the  local  law  of  the  State,  (wher 
tber  common  or  statute,)  which  must  furnish  the  rule  of  decision 
in  the  absence  of  any  regulation  by  Congress  applicable  to  cases 
affecting  them.     And,  in  this  view,  the  learned  author  insists,  that 
the  S4th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  c.  20.,  maldng  th^ 
laws  of  the  several  States,  except  where  the  constitution,  treat  iesj^ 
or  statutes  of  the  United  States,  otherwise  provide,  rules  of  deci- 
sion in  trials  at  common  law  in  the  Courts  of  the  l/nion,  iii  cases 
where  they  apply,  includes  both  criminal  and  civil  cases.     But  the 
question,  for  all  practical  purposes,  is  settled  in  this  Court  according 
to  the  authority  of  the  case  of  the  United  Statee  v.  Hudson  and 
Ooodwinj  \J  CranrhU  Rep.  32.)  in  which  it  was  determined,  that 
the  Courts  of  the  Union  cannot  exercise  a  common  law  jurisdic- 
tion ;  although  it  is  still  considered  as  open  for  discussion,  whenever 
a  case  shall  arise  rendering  it  necessary  to  reconsider  that  decision* 
(See  the  United  Staiee  v.  CooHdgej  ante^  Vol.  I.  p.  415.) 
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THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS 


IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


A. 

ABATEMENT. 
See  Pleadinoi  2.  5. 

ADMIRALTY. 

1.  In  Admiralty  proceedings, 
ameodmenU  are  noade  in  the 
appellate  Court,  not  only  as  to 
Ibroiy  but  as  to  matter  of  sub- 
stance, as  by  the  filing  a  new 
count  to  the  libel  \  the  parties 
being  permitted,  whenever  pub- 
lic justice,  and  the  substantial 
merits  require  it,  to  introduce 
new  allegations  and  new  proofs ; 
MOii  alkgaia  alUgare^  ei  non 
probata  probare*  The  Mart- 
anna  Flora^  1.  38 

2,  If  the  amendment  is  made  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  the  cause  is 
heard  and  adiudicated  by  that 
Court,  and  (upon  appeal)  by 
this  Court  on  the  n«fW  allega- 
tion j  but  if  the  amendment  is 
allowed  by  this  Court,  the  cause 
is   remanded   to    the    Circuit 


Court,  with  directions  to  permit 
the  amendment  to  be  made. 
8.  C.  38 

3.  An  attack  made  upon  a  vessel 
of  the  United  States,  by  an  arm- 
ed Tcssel,  with  the  avowed  inten- 
tion of  repelling  the  approach 
of  the  former,  or  of  crippling 
or  destroying  her,  upon  a  mis- 
taken supposition  that  she  was 
a  piratical  cruiser,  and  without 
a  piratical  or  felonious  intent, 
Of  for  the  purpose  of  wanton 
plunder,  or  malicioos  destruc- 
tion of  property,  ^  not  a  ptVa- 
Hcai  aggretfUm  under  the  act 
of  the  8d  of  March,  1819}  c. 
75.    8.  C.  39 

4.  Nor  is  an  armed  vessel,  captured 
under  such  circumstances,  lia- 
ble to  confiscation  as  for  a  hos- 
tile aggression,  under  the  gene- 
ral law  of  nations.     8*  C     40 

5.  The  act  of  the  8d  of  March, 
1819,  c.  75.  extends  to  foreign 
vessels  committing  a  piratical 
Aggr^sion;  and  whatever  re- 
sponsibility the  nation  may  in- 
cur towaids  foreign  states,  by 
executing  its  provisions,  the  tri- 
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bunals  of  the  United  States  are 
bound  to  carry  them  into  effect. 
8.  C.  39 

G.  Pirates  may  be  lawfully  captur- 
ed by  the  public  or  private  ships 
of  any  nation,  in  peace  or  in 
war  5  for  they  are  hftstea  liumani 
generis,     8,  C.  40 

7*  American  ships  ofTendingagainst 
our  own  laws,  may  be  seized 
upon  the  ocean;  and  foreign 
ships  thus  offending  within  our 
territorial  jurisdiction ,  may  be 
pursued  and  seized  upon  the 
ocean,  and  brought  into  our 
porto  for  adjudication.  8,  C.'42 

8«  But,  in  such  cases,  the  party 
seizes  at  his  peril,  and  is  liable 
to  costs  and  damages  if  he  fails 
to  establtth  the  forfeiture.      lb. 

9*  Shipa  of  war  sailing  under  the 
authority  of  their  government, 
in  time  of  peace,  have  a  right 
to  approach  other  vessels  at  sea 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
their  real  characters,  so  far  as 
the  same  can  be  done  without 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  visi- 
tation 8nd  se^arch,  which  does 
not  exist  in  time  of  peace.  S.  C. 

43 

10.  No  vessel  is  bound  to  await  the 
approach  of  armed  ship:^  under 
such  circumstances;  but  such 
vessel  cannot  lawfully  prevent 
their  approach  by  the  use  of 
force,  upon  the  mere  suspicion 
of  danger.     8.  C.  40 

11.  Where  an  aggression  was  com- 
mitted by  a  forf>ign  armed  mer- 
chant vesst  1,  on  a  public  armed 
ship  of  ihf  United  States,  under. 
these  circumstances,  and  a  com- 
bat ensued  upon  mutual  misap- 
prehension and  mistake,  the 
commander  of  the  public  ship 
was  held  exempt  from  costs  and 
damages  for  subduing,  seizing, 
and  bringing  into  a  port  of  this 


country    fpr    adjodication,  the 
offending  vessel.     S.  C.         50 

8ee  Construction    or  Statute, 
1,2.10,11,  12,13,14. 

ALIEN. 

1.  An  alien  may  take  real  proper- 
ty? b>'  grant,  whether  from  the 
State  or  an  individual,  and  may 
hoid  the  same  until  his  title  is 
devested  by  an  inquest  of  office, 
or  some  equivalent  proceeding. 
Govemeur^t  Heirs  v.  Robert- 

t     souy  332. 851 

2.  Examination  of  the  authorities 
upon  the  question,  whether  a 
grant  of  lands  to  an  alien,  by 
the  8tatey  is  absolutely  void. 
8.  C.  351 

AMENDMENTS. 

See  Admiralty,  1,  2.    Practicb, 
13. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  A  debtor  has  a  right  to  prefer 
one  creditor  to  another  in  pay- 
ment; and  his  no  objection  to 
the  validity  of  an  assfgnmenl 
for  that   purpose,  that  it  was 
made  by  the  grantor,  and  re- 
ceived by  the  grantee,  as  trus- 
tee, in  the  hope  and  expecta- 
tion, and  with  a  view  of  pre- 
ventinga  prosecution  forafelony 
connected  with  his  transactions 
with  his  creditors;  if  the  pre- 
ferred creditors  have  done  no- 
thing to  excite  that  hope,  and 
the  asitrgnment  was  made  with- 
out their  knowledge  or  concur- 
rence at  the  time  of  its  execa- 
tion,  and  without  a  knowlec^e 
of  the  motives  which  Influenced 
the  assignor;  or  was  upt  after- 
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wards  aseented  to  by  thvin,  un- 
der some  engagement,  exfiress  or 
Implied^  to  suppress  or  forbear 
the  prosecmion.  Brookt  v. 
Marimrff  7^'  83 

2.  Au  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  preferred  creditors  is  valid, 
although  their  assent  b  not 
given  at  the  time  of  its  execu- 
tiOOy  if  they  subsequently  assent 
in  terms,  or  by  actually  receiv- 
ing the  benefit  of  it.     S.  C.  96 

3.  It  ts  no  objection  to  such  an  as- 
signment, that  It  defeats  all  other 
creditors  of  their  legal  reme- 
dies, even  if  amounting  to  a 
majority  in  number  and  yalue, 
unless  there  be  some  express 
provision  of  a  bankrupt  law  to 
invalidate  the  deed.    8,  C.  93 

4.  Qiuere,  How  far,  and  under 
what  circumstances,  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  assignt*d  to 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors, continuing  in  the  grantor, 
will  invalidate  the  assignment  ? 
Id.  81 

0«  Note  collecting  the  eases  upon 
the  subject  of  voluntary  assign- 
ments for  the  benefit  of  cre- 
ditors.   Id.    Note  a,  99 

6.  Quctrej  How  far  contingent  and 
reversionary  interests  of  the 
wife  may  be  assigned  by  the 
husband.     Cattei  v.  Carroll^ 

131.1^1 

7*  It  ieemM^  that  an  assignment, 
by  the  husband,  of  a  debt  ac- 
tually and  presently  due  and 
payable  to  the  wife,  devested, 
in  equity,  the  title  to  the  wife. 
lb. 

AWARD. 

1 .  An  award  must  decide  the  wliole 
matter  submitted  to  the  arbitra- 
tors; it  must  not  extend  to  any 
matter  not  comprehended  in  the 


stibmission ;  and  it  most  be  car- 
tain,  final,  and  conclusive  of  the 
whole  matter  referred*  Cotimh 
ckanv  CArisfie,  446 

2.  Where  the  arbitrators  are  deter- 
mined that  the  plainiiflSi  should 
be  entitled  to  a  credit  of  a  cer- 
tain sum  on  account  of  sales  of 
land  to  the  defendant,  provided 
^*  they  shall  grant,  or  cause  to 
be  granted,  to  the  said  W.  C. 
(the  defendant)  a  clear,  unen- 
cumbered, and  satisfactory  title'' 
to  the  lands,  without  limiting 

,  any  time  within  which  the  title 
should  be  made :  Heidy  that  the 
award  was  void,  as  not  being 
fi  lal  and  conclusive.  8.  C.  466 

3.  A  Court  of  equity  either  en- 
forces an  award  as  it  is  made,  or 
sets  it  aside  if  in  any  respect 
dei4H:tive ;  but  it  is  contrary  to 
its  practice  to  confirm  the  award 
so  far  as  it  extends,  and  to  sup- 
ply omissions  by  decree  of  the 
Court.    lb. 

8ee  Plbasing,  8, 9. 

B. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  It  seems,  that,  as  against  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note,  or 
against  the  acrepfor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  payable  at  a  particu- 
lar place,  no  averment  in  the 
declaration,  or  proof  at  the  tri^ 
al,  of  a  demand  of  payment  at 
the  place  designated,  is  ne- 
cessary. U.  States  Bank  v. 
Smithy  )  71.  174 

2.  But,  as  against  the  endorser  of 
a  bill  or  note,  such  an  averment 
and  proof,  is,  in  general,  neces- 
sary.    8.  C.  175 
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3*  Where  the  bill  or  note  is  made 
payable  at  a  partieolar  bank^ 
and  the  bank  itwlf  is  the  bolder, 
such  averment  and  proof  may 
be  dispent ed  with ;  and  all  that 
m  neoetsarj  Is,  for  the  bank  to 
examine -the  aaouat  of  the  ma- 
ker with  them,  in  order  to  as- 
certain  whether  he  has  any 
funds  in  their  hands.  S.  C  176 

4.  Proof  necessary  to  support  an 
action  against  the  endorser  of  a 
bill  or  note.     S  C,  180 

5.  No  precise  form  of  notice  to  the 
endorser  of  a  promissory  note 
Is  necessary ;  and  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  state,  in  the  notice, 
who  is  the  holder;  nor  will  a 
mistake  as  to  the  date  of  the 
note  vitiate  the  notice,  if  it  con- 
veys to  the  party  a  sufficient 
knowledge  of  the  particular 
note  which  has  been,  dishonour- 
ed. Millt  v/  The  Bank  of  the 
V.  8tate9j  431 

6.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  notice 
should  contain  a  formal  allega- 
tion,  that  it  was  denyanded  at 
the  place  where  payable.  It  is 
sufficient  that  it  states  the  fact 
of  non-payment  of  the  note, 
and  that  the  holder  looks  to  the 
endorser  for  indemnity.       S.  C 

437 

7.  By  the  general  law,  demand  of 
payment  of  a  bill  or  noxe  must 
be  made  on  the  third  d»y  of 
grace;  biit|  where  a  note  is 
made  for  the  purpose  of  being 
negotiated  at  a  bank,  whose 
custom  is  to  demand  payment, 
and  give  notice  on  the  fourth 
day,  that  custom  forms  a  part 
of  tlie  law  of  the  contract ;  and 
it  is  not  necessary  that  a  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  usage 
should  be  brought  home  to  the 
endorser  for  that  purpose.  <S.  C. 

438 
S.  The  general  rule  of  law,  requi- 


ring proof  of  the  tide  of  the 
bddefs  of  a  ne(e,  nay  be  mo- 
dified by  a  rule  of  Co«rt,  dis- 
pensing with  proof  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note,  milest  the 
party  shall  anwx  to  his  plea  an 
affidavit  that  the  note'  was  not 
executed  by  him.     8.  C.     439 

c. 

CASES  COMMENTEE^  ON, 

AND  CONFIAMED  OR 

OVERRULED. 

1.  The  Loais,  (1  Dodi.  R^.  210.) 
Right  of  search  in  time  of 
peace.  Damages  for  illegal 
seizure.    The  Marianna  Pklra, 

55 

2.  Smith  V.  Bank  of  Scotland,  (1 
Dow'f  Pari  fUp.  294.)  Fraud 
and  concealment  in  contracts. 
EUing  v.  Bank  of  the  United 
States^  68, 69 

3.  Hamilton  v.  Russell,  (I  CrancA'tf 
Aep.  810.)  Possession  accom- 
panying a  deed  of  conveyance. 
Brooke  v.  Mwrbury^         81 ,  82 

4.  Hildreth  v.  Sands,    (2  Johm, 

Ch.  Rep.  35,)  Fraudulent  deed. 
Brooke  v.  Mar6ttry,        90, 91 

5.  Huguenin  v.  Basely,  (14  Fee. 
273.)  Deed  obtained  by  impo- 
sition and  fraud.      Brooke  v. 

'  Marhury^  92,  93 

6.  Lamb  v.  JVfilnes,  (5  Vee.  517*) 
Mitford  V.  Mitford,  (9  Fee.  87-) 
Hornby  v.  Lee,  (2  Madd.  Rep. 
l6.)  Assignment  by  the  hus- 
band of  chose  in  action  belong- 
ing to  the  wife.  Caeeell  v.  Car" 
roll  J  152 

7.  Cort  V.  Birkbeck,  {Daugl  208.) 

Demurrer  to  evidence,  l/iit- 
ted    Staiee   Bank   v.   Smithy 

173 

8*  Rowe  V.  Young,  (2  Brad,  and 

Bingh,   165.)       Averment  of 
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deoMutd  of  payment  of  m  bill 
or  notte  at  the  plaee  dengnated. 
Umitd  SiaiH  Bunk  t;  SmUk^ 

174  18. 
d.  8aund«rtdn  v.  Jadp,  (2  H.  BL 
509.)  Averment  and  proof  of 
deodand  of  payment  at  the  place 
designated  dijipensed  with, 
vhere  a  bill  or  note  is  made  19* 
payabii!  at  a  bank,  and  the  bank 
is  the  holder*  UniiBd  States 
Bmky,8wuthy  176 

10.  United  States   v.    Kirkpacrirk, 

(9  Wheat.  Rep,  720.)      Dii-    20 
charge  of    surety   by    laches. 
Tke    United   States   v.    ran 
Zattdtj  1 87 

11.  Sexton  ▼.  Wheaton,(8  Wheat. 
Afp.  242.)     A  voluntary  deed 
frauduleirt  as  to  antecedent  ere-     21. 
ditoi«4    Hinde  v.  Longworth^ 

211 

12.  Faikucfy  v.  Reynous,  (4  Burr. 
Hep.  2069.)  Petrie  ▼.  Han- 
nay,  (8  Term  Rep.  418.)  Fai^  22. 
met  V.  Russell,  (1  Bos.  t  P^ 
299.)  Steers  t.  Laithley, 
(6T\trmRep.6l.)  Illegality  of 
coMffact.    Armstrong  v.  Toler, 

272, 273,  274,  275 

19.  Honterv.  Britts,  (3  Camjrif.  N. 

p.   Rep.   455.)      Action    for     23. 
mesne  profits.    Chirac  v.  Rei- 
mcker,  298 

14.  Gibson  v.  Hunter,  (2  A  Bl 
Rep.  1870  Demurrer  to  evi- 
dence. Powle  V.  Common 
Council  of  Akxandria^      322 

15.  Ba^ot's  case,  (7  Edw.  IV.  29.)    3^. 
Grant  to  an  alien.  Gaoerneur's 
Heirs  v.  Rohertsomf  352     26b 

16.  Murray  v.  Baker,  (3  Wheat. 
Rep.  541  .>  Eflect  of  the  terms 
**  beyond  seas,"  in  the  ■aviiig 
dauM  of  a'ttatute  of  tiailtations. 
ShStbjf  V.  Guy,  366 

17'  Brant  ▼.  Chapman,  (5  Cranch^s      ]. 
Vol.  XL  61 


24. 


Rsp.  358.)  Statute  of  limita^ 
tJaM  of  Vngihi^  as  to  aervile 
property.  Shdbg  v.  Quy^  371 
Folk's  Lesaee  v.  Wendell,  (9 
CroncA'a  Rep.  87-  5  Wheat. 
Rep.  293.)  Validity  of  a  grant, 
how  far  it  may  be  contested  at 
law.  Patterson  v.  Winn^  382 
Henriqoes  v.  The  Dutch  W.  I. 
Company,  (2  Lord  Raym. 
1535.)  Lvidf*nce  of  the  exis' 
teoce  of  a  corporation.  The 
United  States  v.  Amedyi  409 
The  King  v.  GUlson,(l  IVnmf. 
Rep,  95.  2  Laoci,  1007.) 
Proof  of  insurance  on  an  indict- 
ment for  setting  fire  to  a  house 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  un- 
derwriters. 8.C.  411 
The  King  v.  Harrison,  (1 
Leaehj  180.  2  Eas^s  PL  Cr. 
927.988.)  Welti  person,  whe-* 
ther  it  extends  to  eotparaiions. 
S*  C.  412 
Hemer  v.  Hie  Bank  of  Colum- 
bia, (9  Wheat.  Rep.  582.) 
Usage  as  to  demanding  pay- 
ment of  note,  and  giving  notice 
an  fourth  day  of  grace.  Mills 
V.  The  Bank  of  the  United 
States,  438 
Leaper  v.  Tatton,  (16  Easfis 
Rep.  420.)  Acknowledgment 
of  «  debt,  when  Anffident  to 
take  a  caseout  of  the  aintiite  of 
limiutions.  WetMeU  v.  Bus- 
sard,  311 
Swan  V.  Sowell,  (3  Bahao.  4r 
Aid.  759.)  a.  P.  8.  C.  312 
Coltman  v.  Mar^,  (3  Taunt. 
Rep.  380.)  8.  P.  S.  C.  313 
Clementson  v.  Williama,  (8 
CemcVsRep.  72.)  8.  P.  8.  C. 

314 

CHANCERY* 
The  general  rule,  that  notice  to 
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8  trustee,  or  an  agent,  it  notice 
to  the  cetltft  qwetrutt,  or  to  the 
principal,  dbes  not  extend  to  the 
case  of  an  ats^inee  in  a  deed  of 
tnnt  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, 
made  without  their  Icaowledge 
or  assent  at  the  timc^of  iu  f*ze- 
cution.    In  such  a  case,  the  as- 
signee is  the  trustee  of  the  as- 
signor, and  not  of  the  creditors ; 
and  notice  to  the  assignee  of  the 
intent  of  the  assignor  to  avoid 
by  the  conveyance  a  prosecu- 
tion for  felony,  or  any  other  in- 
tent contrary  to  the  general  po- 
licy of  the  law,  will  not  avoid 
the  deed   as  to  the  creditors. 
Brooiki  v.  Marhuryy       78*  87 
!?•  There  must  be  sufficient  equity 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  bill 
to  warrant  the  Court  in  grant- 
ing the  relief  prayed ;  and  the 
material    fects  on    which   the 
plaintiff  relies  must  be  so  dis- 
tinctly allied  as  to  put  them 
in  issue.     Harding  v.  Handy ^ 

103.  1 19 

3.  A  Court  of  equity  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  suit  brought  by  tieirs 
at  law  to  set  aside  a  conveyance 
of  lands  obtained  from  their 
ancestor  by  undue  influence,  he 
beingsoinnrm,lnbody  and  mind, 
from  old  age,  and  other  circum- 
stances, as  to  be  liable  to  impo- 
sition, although  his  wealcness 
does  not  amount  to   insanity. 

4.  The  same  jurisdiction  may  be 
exercised  where  one  of  the  heirs 
at  law  has,  with  the  consent  of 
the  others,  taken  such  a  deed, 
upon  an  agreement  to  consider 
it  as  a  trust  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  grantor,  and,  after  his 
death,  ^r  the  benefit  of  his 
heirs,  and  the  grantee  refuses  to 
perform  the  trust.  lb. 


5.  Under  what  cirevanlaoees  soch 
a  conveyance  may  be  allowed 
to  stand  as  security  for  actual 
advances  and  charges,  and  set 
aside  for  all  other  purposes.  S. 
a  126 

6.  in  such  a  case,  not  depending 
on  the  abst»lute  insanity  of  the 
grantor  «t  the  time  uf  executing 
the  ccmveyance,  the  Court  may 
determine  the  question  of  capa- 
city without  directing  an  issue. 
S.  C.  125 

7.  1  he  verdict  of  a  jury  as  to  the 
sanity  of  the  grantor  at  the  time 
oi  executing  such  a  convey- 
ance, would  not  be  conchisive, 
the  Court  being  competent  to 
determine  for  itself  the  degree 
of  weakness,  or  6f  imposition, 
which  will  induce  it  to  set  aside 
the  instrument.  lb. 

S.  Exceptions  to  the  report  of  a 
^\aster  are  to  be  regardtd  by 
the  Court  only  so  far  as  they 
are  supported  by  the  special 
statements  of  the  Master,  or  by 
a  distinct  reference  to  the  par- 
ticular portions  of  testimony  on 
which  the  party  excepting  re- 
lies. The  Court  does  not  in- 
vestigate the  items  of  an  ac- 
count, nor  review  the  whole 
mass  of  testimony  taken  before 
the  master.     S.  C,  126 

9.  Rule  of  practice  on  exceptions 
to  the  Master's  report.    S,  C. 

127 

10.  Testimony  of  the  parties,  how 
fnr  admissible  in  accounting 
before  the  Master.  lb, 

11.  In  a  suit  In  equity  brought  by 
heirs  at  law  to  set  aside  a  con- 
veyance obtained  from  their 
ancestor  by  fraud  and  imposi- 
tion, a  final  decree  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  dannot  be  pro- 
nounced until  all  the  heirs  are 
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tNnought  before  the  Court  as  par- 
ties, if  they  are  whbio  the  juris- 
dkstioa.     S.  C.  132 

12.  If  all  the  heirs  cannot  be  brought 
before  the  Court,  the  undivided 
interest  of  those  who  are  made 
parti<fs  may  be  sol^*  8.  C  133 

IS.  In  general,  all  encumbrancers 
most  be  made  |Mrties  to  a  bill 
of  foreclosure ;  yet,  where  a  de« 
cree  of  ft>reclo8ure  and  sale  was 
tnade  and  eiecuttnl  at  the  suit 
of  a  subsequent  mortgagiv,  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  mortga- 
gor, il  not  appearing  to  the 
Court  that  there  was  any  prior 
encumbrance,  the  proceedings 
will  not  be  set*  aside  upon  the 
application  of  the  mortgagor, 
in  order  to  let  in  the  prior  mort- 
gagee, who  ought  regularly  to 
have  been  made  a  party,  unless 
it  be  necessary  to  prevent  irre- 
mediable mischief.  FMny  v. 
Bank  of  the  United  States^ 

304 

14.  Qiuare.  Whether  such  a  prac- 
tice be  admissible  in  my  case  ? 

lb. 

15.  But,  in  such  a  case,  the  prior  en- 
cumbrancers are  not  bound  by 

.  the  decree  in  a  suit  to  which 
they  are  not  parties,  and  the  pur- 
chasers under  the  sale  take  sub- 
ject to  the  prior  liens.  26. 

16.  In  general,  the  validity  of  pa- 
tent of  lands  can  be  impeached| 
for  causes  anterior  to  its  being 
issued,  in  a  Court  of  Equity 
only.  But  where  the  grant  is 
absolutely  void,  as  being  issued 
whhout  authority,  or  against 
the  positive  prohibitions  of  sta- 
tute, its  validity  may  be  contest- 
ed at  law.    Ptftftersonv.  JTimi, 

380. 382 

17.  Practice  of  a  Court  of  equity 
as  to  an  award.  The  Court 
either  enforces  the    award  as 


made,  or  sets  it  aside  if  in  apy 
rapect defective;  but  it  is  not 
its  practice  to  confirm  the  award 
so  fitf  as  it  extends,  and  to  sup- 
ply omissions  by  decree  of  the 
Court.   CktrnoehoH  v.  Chtittie^ 

466 
18.  Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  $et  aaide 
an  agwement  or  conveyance, 
the  conveyance  cannot  be  es^ti^ 
bfhked  witboot  a  cross  bill  fitad 
by  the  defendant  lb. 

'  COLLECTOR. 
See  CoNSTEtJCTioN  OP  Statute. 
CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

m 

1.  The  title  and  claim  of  Charles 
Lord  Baltimore,  his  heirs  and 
repcesentatives,  to  the  jquit  rents 
reserved  by  the  proprietary  of 
the  late  province  (now  State) 
of  Maryland,  (even  supposing 
them  not  afi*ected  by  the  Ame- 
rican revolution,  and  th<6  con- 
fiscation act  of  Maryland,  pass- 
ed in  1780,)  were  exliogtiished 
by  the  agrranent  between  the 
hehrs,  devisees,  and  personal 
representatives  of  the  said  Lord 
Baltimore,  made  in  1780,  and 
confirmed  by  an  act  of  the  Bri- 
tish parliament  in  1781.-  Cat* 
eeii  V.  CarroOy  lfi4 

2.  Report  of  an  argumient  in  the 

English  Court  of  K.  B.  in  1775, 
upon  the  nature  of  the  domi- 
nion aifd  the  proprietary  interest 
of  Lord  Baltimore  in  tlie  late 
province  of  Maryland*  &  C. 
note(l.)  153 

3.  An  indictment  nnder  the  Crimes 
Act  of  1790.  c.  dd.  fix.]  s.  37. 
/or  infracting  the  law  of  nations, 

by  offering  violence  to  the  per- 
son of  a  foreign  minister,  is  not 
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a  case  <^  affectaag  amhiiimdora, 
other  poWic  miqyien,  and  con- 
«Ut/'  whbia  the  %d  faction  of 
the  3d  article  afthtf  c^wtitotJOQ 
of  the  United  St«|ei.  TAf  Uui- 
i4d  Sta$a  V.  QrC^o^  467 

4t  The  Circuit  Courts  have  juris- 
<£cCio9of  such  mnoGtmcey  un- 
der the  11th  stctioo  of  the  Ju- 
dkiiiry  aet  of  1 7899  c.  20.    lb. 

b.  QMOBTtf.  Whether  the  iiunsdic- 
tion  of  tbte  Supreme  Court  is 
not  only  original,  but  exclusive 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  in  ''  cases 
affecting  ambassadors,  other 
public  ministers,  and  consols,'' 
within  the  true  coastmction  of 
the  2d  section  of  the  Sd  article 
of  the  constitution.  /6. 

^.  Note  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
CouKta  of  the  United  Steles 
orct  foreign  mimrters  and  con- 
sub.    &  C.    N«Ce«,        469 

GaNSTRUCTlON  OF  STA- 
TUTE. 

1*  HMofLihe  eoibaigo  aal  of  the 
^h  ol  April,  18e»,  o;  170. 
|hcTi.]  s.  11.  the  coHector  is 
froleeied  in  the  honest  exercise 
of  hk  discretion  in  deteiniog 
iIm  vessel,  and  teeorn^  both 
vessel  and  cargo,  until  mi  actual 
termination  of  ibe  voyage.  OtU 
▼.  WuUm^j  192 

%  Whether  the  voyage  has  termi- 

.  oated,  is  a  question  of  feol;  and 
if.  the  voyage  be  eoloMwblyy  but 
not  refdly  terminated,  the  col- 
lectoc  m^y  detain  the  vessel,  if 
he  has  honest  suspicions.      76. 

'3.  An  omifl^Mm.of  the  proper  4iffi- 
cer  to  recaU  a  delinquent  pay- 
master onder  the  injunctions  of 
the  4th  section.of  the  act  of  the 
24th  of  April,  1816,  c  69. 
doeamit  discharge  his  surety. 


Tim   VmUd  StaU^  v.    Van 
Zmidi^  184.  1S8 

4*  The  provisions  in  the  above  act 
requiring  the  delinquent  pay- 
mastet  to  be  recalled,  and  a  new 
anpoiotmem  to  be  made  in  his 
place,  are  mefely  dlresiory,  and 
intended  for  the  security  of  the 
govenunem ;  but  form  no  part 
of  the  contract  irith  tke  surety. 
8.  C.  189 

jk  The  statate  not  romoviog  the 
delinqaeat  postmaster,  ip9o 
fucioj  but  only  maJung  k  the 
duly  of  the  proper  officer  to  re- 
move him,  the  dscomstance  of 
new  fonds  being  placed  in  his 
hands,  alter  his  deliaqoency, 
does  not  dischaife  the  sarety. 
S.  C.  189 

&  Under  the  act  of  the  26th  of 
May,  1790,  c  38.  [xu]  copies 
of  the  legislative  acta  oJT  the  se- 
veral Slates,  anthentkated  by 
having  the  seal  of  die  Sute 
affixed  thereto,  are  conclusive 
e^denee  of  such  ads  in  the 
Conrta  of  other  Stal8a,and  of 
the  Union.  No  other  formality 
ia  reqniced  than  the  annexation 
of  the  seal;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  all  contrary  proof,  it  must 
he  pceanmed  to  have  been  done 
hy  an  officer  having  the  custody 
thereof  and  competent  authori- 
ty to  do  the  act.  The  ttuM 
8tat09  V.  Amedy^  392 

7-  Under  the  Crimea  Act  of  the 
36th  of  March,  1 804,  c.  393. 
[xl.]  a  2.  on  an  indictment  for 
destroyhig  a  vessel  wMi  intent 
to  prejudice  the  underwriters, 
it  is  sufficient  to  show  the  exis- 
tence of  an  association  actually 
carrying  on  the  hasinem  of  in- 
surance, by  whose  known  offi- 
cers de  fitcio  the  polky  was 
executed,   and    to    pn^dice 
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whom^tbe  veisel  imared  was 
dMtrojiod ;  witbout  proving  the 
exUlence  of  « Ifg.!]  corporation 
authoriBed  to  uiwirey  or  a  com- 
pliance on  the  part  of  such  ror- 
poration  with  th«  teems  of  its 
charter,  or  the  validitj  of  the 
policy  of  insaraoce.     3.  C. 

6.  The  terms  ^*  any  person  or  per- 
son^" in  the  above  act,  extend 
to  cqrporati(nUy  and  bodies  po- 
litic, as  well  as  natural p€r$om, 
S.  C. 

9*  Error  in  the  phraseology  of  the 
second  section  of  the  Crimes 
Act  oi'  the  26th  of  March,  1 804, 
c,  393.  [zl.]     &  C.     Note  a, 

398 

10.  Although  the    Crimes  Act  of 

17^0,  c.  36.  [ix.]  s.  12.  does 
not  define  the  offence  of  emdeof 
vmn^g  to  make  a  f  evo/iti,  it  is 
competent  for  the  Court  to  give 
a  iudictal  definition  of  it. .  The 
^^ttd  StateM  v.  Kfffy ,       4 1 7 

11.  The  oflfence  consists  in  the  en- 
deavour of  the  crew  of  a  vessel, 
or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  to 
over^rpw  the  legitimate  autho- 
rity of  the  coipmander,  with 

,  intent  to  remove  him  from  his 
command,  or  against  his  will 
to  take  possession  of  the  vessel 
by  assuming  the  government 
and  navigation  of  her,  or  by 
trnnsferringr  their  ob«*dience 
from  the  lawful  commander  to 
tome  other  person,  Tb. 

12.  The  words  *'  true  value,"  in  the 
11th  section  of  the  duty  act  of 
the  20th  of  April,  1818,  c.  361. 
mean  the  actmal  ro9t  of  the 
goods  to  the  importer  at  the 
place  from  which  they  were 
imported,  and  not  the  current 
market  vahie  of  the  goods  at 
foch  place.  The  UmUd  Statee 
V.  Tappany  419 

13.  If  the  collector,  in  fact,  suspects 


that  the  goods  are  invoiced  be- 
low the  current  market  vaiue 
thereof,  at  the  plai:e  from  which 
they  were  imported,  but  does 
sot  suspect  that  tbey  were  in- 
voiced below  the  true  and  ao 
tual  coet  thereof  to  the  impor- 
ter, the  collector  has  no  right  to 
direct  an  appraisement*  A. 
14.  But,  wbenever,  in  the  ofitnton 
of  the  collector,  there  ia  just 
grcmnd  to  suspect  that  the  in- 
voice does  not  truly  state  the 
actual  ceet  of  the  goods,  he 
may  direct  the  appraisement, 
and  is  not  bound  to  dtscloite  the 
gronnds  upon  which  he  forms 
that  opinion,  whether  it  ia  form- 
ed from  his  knowledge  or  infor* 
mation  of  the  current  market 
price  of  the  goods,  or  other 
circnaastances  affording  gromida 
to  suspect  the  invo^  to  be 
fkwe^inkxiU  lb. 

See  ApMiRALTT,  3'j  4,.  5. 

CONSUL. 

See  Co^ariTtiTiQiua'  h^M,  5,  4, 
^,6. 


CONTRACT. 


1. 


QiMBTf.  As  to  wkal  eoficeal- 
ment  or  suppression  of  mate- 
rial fticti  In  a  coAtract,  where 
both  parties  have  not  e«|ual  ac* 
cess  to  the  means  of  ioforma- 
tloB.,  will  avoid  the  contract? 
EtHng  V.  The  Bank  ^  the 
United  StaUe^  59.  73 

Cases  cited  u^ian  eonceaknent  of 
material  facts  In  contracts  of 
aaretyship.  &  C.  Note  if.  68 
3.  Where  iheee  isi  a  special  agree^^ 
mettiopenaodsubsiatingat  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  arises, 
a  geatfeal  t  ndfeWMae  ^Mtirsipsif 


2. 


10 
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cannot  b6  maintained.  Per* 
Innsy  Harty  237 

4.  But  If  the 'agreement  has  been 

wholly  p«*rformed ;  or,  if  its 
execution  has  heen  prevtfnted 
by  the  act  of  the  defendant,  or 
t^  the  consent  of  both  parties  ; 
or,  if  the  contract  has  been  ful- 
ly performed  in  respect  to  any 
distinct  subject  included  in  it : 
the  plaintilf  may  recover  upon 
a  general  indebitatus  asiumpait 

5.  Where  a  contract  grows  imme- 
diately out  of,  and  is  connected 
with,  an  illegal  or  immoral  act, 
a  Court  of  justice  will  not  lend 
its  aid  to  enforce  it.  Armstrong 
▼.  Tohrj  258.  268 

6.  So,  if  the  contract  be  in  part  on- 
ly connected  with  the  illegal 
consideratton,  and  growing  iro- 
medintely  out  of  it;  though  it 
be,  io  fact)  a  new  contract,  it  is 
equally  tainted  by  it.     8,  C. 

269 

7.  But  if  the  promise  be  entirely 
disconnected  with  the  illegtd 
act|  and  is  founded  on  a  new 
consideration,  it  is  not  aflTected 
by  the  act.  although  it  was 
known  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  promise  was  made,  and  al- 
though he  was  the  contriver  and 
conductor  of    the   illegal  act. 

lb. 
6.  Thus,  where  A.,  during  a  war, 
contrived  a  plan  for  importing 
goods  on  his  own  account  from 
the  epemy's  country,  and  goods 
were  sent  to  B.  by  the  same  ves- 
sel :  A.,  at  the  request  of  B., 
became  surety  for  the  payment 
of  the  duties  on  B.'s  goods,  and 
became  responsible  for  the  ex- 
penses on  a  prosecution  for  the 
illegal  importation  o(  the  goods, 
and  was  compelled  to  pay  them : 
Hddf  that  A.  might  maintain 


an  action  on  the  promise  of  B. 
to  refbnd  the  money.  16. 
9.  But  if  the  importation  is  the  re- 
sult of  a  scheme  between  the 
plainttflT  and  defendant,  or  if 
the  plaintitf  has  any  interest  io 
the  goods,  or  if  ihey  are  con- 
signed to  him  with  his  privity, 
in  order  that  he  may  protect 
them  for  the  owner,  a  promise 
to  repay  any  advanceg  made 
ander  such  understanding  or 
a|?reement  is  utterly  void.     16. 

10.  It  is  a  settled  principle,  both  in 
fclngland  and  in  this  country, 
that  no  acftion  can  lie  maintained 
on  a  contract,  the  consideration 
of  which  is  either  mabim  in  se, 
or  malum  prohibitum.    S.  C, 

271,272 

1 1  Examination  of  the  authorities 
upon  the  question  how  far  this 
principle  affects  subsequent  or 
collaterar  contracts,  the  direct 
and  immediate  consideration  of 
which  is  not  illegal  or  ImmoraL 
8.  C.  272 

12.  The  act  of  defending  a  prosecu- 
tion for  an  unlawful  importa- 
tion, and  contracts  growing  oot 
of  the  defence,' independent  of 
the  unlawful  importation  itself, 
are  legal  and  valid.  S.  C.    273 

COSTS  AND  DAMAGES. 

£feePiuzB,6. 11, 12. 16, 17- 
CRIMES. 

See  Construction  of  Statctb,  6, 

.    7,8. 

« 

D. 

DAMAGES,  (COSTS  AND.) 
5e«  Prize,  6. 11, 12. 15. 17. 
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DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
8ee  As8ieiiMBNT|  1}  2,  S,  4, 5. 

DECLARATION. 
See  PtiADiHOy  3y  3, 4.  8, 9^  10. 

DEED. 
See  AssioNMSNT.     Fraud.    Evi* 

OKNCE,  lySyS,  4. 

DEMURRER  TO  EVIDENCE. 

1.  No  judgment  cao  be  rendered 
apon  a  demurrer  to  evidence 
until  there  is  a  joinder  in  demur- 
rer; and  issue  cannot  be  joined 
upon  the  demurrer  so  long  as 
there  is  any  matter  of  fact  in 
controversy  between  the  par- 
ties. Fowle  V.  The  Common 
Council  of  Alexandria^     320 

2.  The  demurrer  to  evidence  must 
state  facts,  and  not  merely  the 
evidence  conducing  to  prove 
them.  76. 

3.  One  party  cannot  insist  upon 
the.other  party  joining  in  de- 
murrer, without  distinctly  ad- 
mitting, upon  the  record,  every 
fact,  and  every  conclusion, 
which  the  evidence  given  for 
his  adversary  conduced  to 
prove.  lb. 

4.  Where  the  demurrer  to  evidence 
is  defective  in  these  respects, 
and  judgment  has,  notwithstand- 
ing, been  rendered  upon  it  for 
the  partv  demurring,  by  the 
Court  below,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed  in  this  Court,  and  a 
new  trial  awarded.     S,  C.  324 

5.  On  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  tlte 
judgment  of  the  Court  stands 
In  the  place  of  the  verdict  of 


the  jury;  and  the  defendant 
may  take  advantage  of  any  de- 
fects in  the  declaration,  by  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  judgment,  or 
by  writ  qf  error.  U.  S  Bfink 
V.  Smiihf  171.  173 

6.  <  >n  a  demurrer  to  evidence,  the 
Court  is  substituted  in  the  place 
of  the  jury  as  judges  of  the 
facts,  and  every  thing  which  the 
jury  might  reasonably  infer 
from  the  evidence,  is  to  be  con-* 
sidered  as    admitted.     8.  C 

179 
7*  The  practice  of  demurring  fo 
evidence  is  to  t>e  discouraged, ' 
and  Courts  will  be  extremely 
liberal  in  their  inft^rences  where 
the  party  takes  the  question  of 
fact  from  the  appropriate  tribu- 
nal.   S.C.  179,180 

DEVISE. 

Devise  of  the  testa tor^s  estate, "  One 
fourth  part  to  be  give  i  to  the 
families  of  G.  Holloway,  W, 
B.  Blackbourn,  and  A.  Bartlett, 
to  those  of  their  children  ifaat 
my  wife  shall  think  proper,  but 
in  a  greater  proportion  to  F.  P. 
Holloway  than  to  any  other  of 
O.  Hulloway's  children ;  to  E. 
p.  Bartlett  in  a  greater  propor- 
tion than  any  of  A.  Bartletl's 
children.  The  balance  to  t>e 
given  to  thefamUee  of  C.  and 
J.  T.  GriJin^B  children^  in 
equal  proportion.^'  Held^  that 
the  children  of  C.  and  J.  T. 
Griffin  took  per  ettrpety  and  not 
per  capita^  and  that  the  proper- 
ty devised  to  them  was  |o  be 
divided  into  two  equal  parts, 
one  moiety  to  be  aligned  to 
each  family.  Walker  v,  Qrif' 
Jin*s  Heirs,  375 
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DUTIES. 

S$e  CoNSTftOCTION  OP  STAtVTB,  12, 
13^  14. 

E. 

EJECTMENT. 
Set  Praotics,  10. 

EMBARGO. 
See   CoifOTBOcTioir  ow  Statute^ 

.  ERROR. 

See  Pbactici^  1,  S.  11,  itly  13. 

EVIDENCE. 

1 .  Although  it  is  the  province  of  the 

Court  to  construe  written  instni* 
ments,  ytt^  where  the  effect  of 
such  instruments  depends  not 
merely  on  the  construction  and 
meaning  of  the  instrument,  but 
a^n  collateral  facts  in  paie, 
and  extrinsic  circumstances,  the 
inferences  of  fact  to  be  drawn 
from  them  are  to  be  left  to  the 
jury.  EtHng  v.  The  Bank  of 
the  United  Stalee^  59. 75 

2.  A  certified  copy  of  a  registered 
deed  cannot  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, if  within  the  power  of 
the  party  claiming  under  it  to 
produce  the  original,  unlets 
there  be  some  express  provision 
by  stattite,  making  an  authenti- 
cated copy  evidence.  Brooke 
V.  MaH^ury^  78.  82 

S.  Where  a  voluntary  deed  is  im- 
peached as  fraudulent,  evidence 
of  judgments  against  the  gran- 
tor is  admissible  as  proof, 
>mong  other  facts,)  that  he  was 


4. 


5. 


0 


ladebted  at  the  time  of  execu- 
ting the  deed,iilthough  the  gran- 
tee was  not  a  party  totbesuics 
on  which  the  judgments  were 
obiaioed.  Himde.  v.  Lohi^- 
worth^  199  210 

Evidence  is  admisaiblf  to  show 
antithfr  consideration  than  that 
expressed  m  the  deed,  if  not  in- 
consistent with  the  considera- 
tion expressed.  8.  C.  214 
A  settled  account  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  its  correctness, 
at  law  or  in  equity  \  it  may  be 
impeached  by  proof  of  fraud, 
or  omission,  or  mistake;  and 
if  it  be  confined  to  panicniar 
items  of  accomtt,  couclades  no- 
thing as  to  other  items  not  stated 
in  It.     Perkinrw  Bart, 

2S7.  256 

6.  A  counsel  or  attorney  is  not  a 
competent  u^itness  to  testify  as 
to  facts  communicated  to  either 
by  his  client,  in  the  course  of 
the  relation  subsisting  between 
them,  but  may  be  examined  as 
to  the  mere  fact  of  the  existence 
of  that  relation.  Chirac  v. 
Reinicker,  280. 294 

7.  A  recovery  id  ejectment  is  con- 
clusive evidence  in  an  action  for 
mesne  profits  against  the  tenant 
in  possession,  but  not  in  rela- 
tion to  third  persons.  But 
where  the  adtion  is  brought 
against  the  landlord  in  (kct,  who 
received  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  resisted  the  recovery  rn  the 
ejectment  suit,  ahhoagh  be  was 
not  a  party  to  that  suit,  and  did 
not  take  upon  htmse4f  the  de- 
fence thereof  upon  the  record, 
but  another  did,  as  hindlord. 
8.  a  ,    296,297 

8.  A  recovery  in  ejectment  is  con- 
clusive evidence  in  an  action  for 
mesne  profits  against  the  tenant 
in  poasemon,  bwit  not  inrdation 
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to  third  persons.  But  where 
the  action  is  brought  against  the 
landlord  in  fact)  the  record  in 
the  ejectment  suit  is  admissible 
to  show  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  connected  with  his  title, 
although  it  is  not  conclusive 
upon  the  defendant  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  be  had  been  a  party 
upon  the  record.  lb, 

V»  Under  the  act  of  the  26th  of  - 
May,  1790,  c.  38.  [zU]  copies 
of  the  legislative  acts  of  the  se- 
veral States,  authenticated  by 
having  the  seal  of  the  State  af- 
fixed thereto,  are  conclusive 
evidence  of  such  acts  in  the 
Courts  of  other  States,  and  of 
the  Union.  No  other  formality 
is  required  than  the  annexation 
of  the  seal ;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  all  contrary  proof,  it  must 
be  presumed  to  have  been  done 
by  an  officer  having  the  custody 
thereof,  and  competent  authori- 
ty to  do  the  act.  ne  United 
Staiet  V.  Amedify  992 

See  DxMinutEE  to  Evidsnce. 


F. 

FRAUD. 

1 .  Deeds  which  are  absolutely  void 
cannot  be  the  foundation  of 
title;  and  a  ceitui  que  tru$i 
cannot  claim  under  a  deed 
fraudulently  obtained  by  his 
trustee  or  agent,  nctine  by  his 
authority.  Brooks  v.  marhunfj 

78-90 

2.  But  a  deed  of  assignment  to  a 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
ton,  is  valid  as  respects  the  cre- 
ditors, although  the  grantor  and 
grantee  executed  the  deed  with 
the  hope  and  expectation,  and 

Vol.  XI.  6e 


with  the  view  of  preventing  a 
prosecution  for  a  felony  con- 
nected with  the  grantor^s  trans* 
actions  with  his  creditors,  if 
the  preferred  creditors  have 
done  nothing  to  excite  that  hope, 
and  the  assignment  was  made 
without  their  knowledge  and 
concurrence  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  and  without  a  know- 
ledge of  the  motives  which  in- 
fluenced the  grantor,  and  was 
not  subsequently  assented  to  by 
them  under  some  engagement, 
express  or  implied,  to  suppres(s 
the  prosecution.     S.  C.        90 

3.  The  case  of  Hildreik  v.  ScmdM^ 
(2  JoKm.  Ch.  Rep.  35.)  re- 
viewed. J6. 

4.  Cases  where  deeds  have  been 
set  aside  upon  the  ground  of 
fraud  in  the  grantor,  although 
the  ces<vt  que  trust  wns  inno- 
cent of  the  fraud,  are  all  cases 
where  the  third  person  affected 
by  the  fraud  claimed  as  a  volun- 
teer, and  was  in  some  meaaare 
connected  with  the  party  in  the 
fraud.     S.  C.  93 

5.  Distinction  as  to  the  effect  of 
possession  not  accompanying 
the  deed,  between  the  case 
where  it  conveys  the  property 
for  the  direct  use  of  the  grantee, 
and  where  it  is  a  mere  deed  of 
trust  or  assignment  A>r  the  be- 
nefit of  creditors.    8.  C.  e^l,  82 

6.  Where  a  voluntary  deed  is  im-* 
peached  as  fraudulent,  evidence 
of  judgments  against  the  grant- 
or is  admissible  as  proof, 
(among  other  facts,)  that  he  was 
indebted  at  the  time  of  the 
making  the  deed,  although  the 
grantee  was  not  a  party  to  the 
suits  on  which  the  judgments 
were  obtained.  JotWe  v. 
Ltmgufortk,  199. 210 

7.  A  voluntary  deed  is  void  as  to 
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atUeeedentf  bat  not  as  to  subse" 
^ent  creditors.     8.C*       211 


H. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

I 

1,  QucBrCj  How  far  contingent  or 
reversionary  interests  of  the 
wife,  may  be  assign<*d  by  the 
husband?     CautUs,  CarroUj 

134.  151 

2.  It  samSy  that  an  assignment  by 
the  husband  of  a  debt  actually 
due  and  payable  to  the  wife,  de- 
vests, in  equity,  the  title  of  the 
wife.    S.  C.  151 


I. 

INSURANCE. 
See  CoNSTuncTioN  o^  Statute,  7} 


J. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  In  cases  of  seizure  in  time  of 
peace,  for  an  alleged  hostile  or 
piratical  aggression  in  time  of 
peace,  the  country  of  the  cap- 
tors and  of  the  captured  have 
concurrent  jurisdiction ;  and 
where  the  res  captah  brought 
into  a  port  of  the  captor's  coun- 
try (w  adjudication,  its  Courts 
may  exercise  jurisdiction.  The 
Marianna  Fioraj  1.  56 

3%  In  general,  the  validity  of  a  pa- 
tent of  lands  can  be  impeached, 
for  causes  anterior  to  its  being 
issued,  in  a  Court  of  equity  only. 
But  where  the  grant  is  abso- 


lutely void,  as  being  issued  with- 
out authority,  or  against  the  po- 
sitive prohibitions  of  the  statute, 
Its  validity  may  be  contested  at 
law.    Fattereon  v.  IVinnj  380. 

382 

See  Admiralty,  7* 

Constitutional  Law,  3,  4, 
5,6. 


L. 


LEX  LOCL 

Fiye  years  banajide  possession  of 
a  slave  constituting  a  title  by 
the  laws  of  Virginia,  under 
which  a  plaintiff  may  recover 
in  detinue,  such  a  possession  is 
a  legal  defence  to  a  purchaser 
under  such  possessor,  in  the 
Courts  of  Tennessee.  Although 
the  rule  of  limitation  applicable 
to  this  species  of  property  is, 
strictlv  speaking,  a  part  of  the 
lex  fori  of  Virginia,  yet  as  it 
constitutes  the  title  of  the  ven- 
dor to  the  property,  it  is  a  bar 
to  an  action  against  the  vendee 
in  the  Courts  of  another  State. 
Shelby  v.  Gtiy,  36l.  371 

LIBtL. 

iSfee  AnMiRALTT,  1,  2. 

LIMITATION. 

1.  An  acknowledgment  of  a  debt 

which  will  take  a  case  out  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  most 
be  unqualified  and  uncondi- 
tional.     WetzeU  V.   Bueeard^ 

309 

2.  If  it  be  connected  with  circun* 
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stances  whidi^  in  any  hnanner, 
afiect  the  claim,  or  if  it  be  con- 
(fitional,  it  may  amount  to  a 
new  asMimfMit,  for  which  the 
eld  debt  is  a  sufficient  conside- 
ration ;  or,  if  it  be  construed  to 
reyive  the  original  d^bt,  that  re- 
vival is  conditional,  and  the 
performance  of  the  condition, 
or  a  readiness  to  perform  it, 
most  be  shown.  lb, 

S*  Thus,  where  an  action  was 
brought,  on  a  promise  in  wri- 
ting to  deliver  a  qu'iniity  of 
powder,  and  the  original  as- 
sumpsit being  satisfiictorily 
proved,  the  defendant  relied 
upo'i  the  statute  of  limttttions ; 
and  one  witness  deposed,  that 
the  defendant  t<»ld  him  that  the 
pUmUiff  need  not  have  sued 
him;  for  if  he  hart  comffiT' 
watdand  iHtUd  certain  claims 
which  drfendant  had  m^ninst 
himj  the  defendant  ^uid  have 
given  him  hie  powder:  To  ano- 
ther witness  defendant  said,  that 
he  should  be  ready  to  deUver  the 
powder  whenever  the  plaintiff 
settled  a  svii,  which  Dt\  E, 
had  brought  against  Aim,  ^c. 
Held^  that  those  declarations 
did  not  amount  to  an  unquHhfied 
and  unconditional  arktiowledg- 
metit  of  the  debt,  but  that  the 
{daintiif  ought  to  have  proved 
a  performance,  or  a  rendin^fts  to 
perlbrmthe  condition  on  which 
the  new  promise  whs  made    /6. 

'4*  Note  upon  the  current  of  autho- 
rities as  to  the  interpretation  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  S.  C. 
Note  a,  3 1 6 

5.  The  terms  *^  beyond  seas,''  in 
the  saving  clause  of  a  statute  of 
liinitations,  are  to  be  construed 
as  equivalent  to  withtmt  the 
Umits  of  the  State  where  the 


statute  is  enacted.     Shelby  v. 
Quy,  361. 366 

6.  The  former  decision  of  this 
Court,  upon  the  construction  of 
the  saving  clause  of  the  statute 
of  liitiitations  relating  to  per- 
sons withfmt  the  Umits  of  the 
Stntey  in  Murray  v.  Baker, 
(jante.  Vol.  111.  p.  541.)  re- 
vised  and    coufirmed.     S.  C. 

366 

7.  QuesrSj  How  far  the  principle 
of  the  above  decision  has  been 
received  in  the  local  Courts  of 
Tennessee  ?     8,  C.  367 

See  Local  Law,  9-  13* 

LOCAL  LAW. 

1.  Qucpre,  Under  the  act  of  the  As« 
sembly  of  Maryland  of  1729} 
c.  8.  how  far  the  fact  of  posses- 
sion not  having  accompanied  a 
deed  of  assignment  for  the  be* 
nefit  of  creditors  would  invali* 
date  it  ?    Brooks  v.  Marhury^ 

78.81 

2.  Under  the  same  act  of  Assem- 
bly, a  copy  of  the  deed  is  inad- 
missible in  evidence,  where  the 
original  is  in  the  power  of  the 
party  offering  the  copy.     8,  C. 

82,83 

8.  The  title  and  claim  of  Charles 
Lord  Bidtimore,  his  heirs  and 
representHtives,  to  the  qoit  rents 
reserved  by  the  Propria  tary  of 
the  late  Province  (now^'^tate) 
of  Maryland,  was  extinguished 
by  the  atnreement  between  the 
betrs,  devisees,  and  personal  re- 
presentatives of  the  said  Lord 
Baltimore,  and  of  his  son  and 
beir,  Frederick  Lord  Baltimore, 
made  in  1780,  and  confirmed 
by  an  act  of  the  Brftish  Parlhi- 
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ment  io  1781.    CoMeU  ▼•  Car- 
roll,  134. 148 

4.  li  ieenu,  that  a  htma  fide  as- 
signment, for  a  valuable  consi- 
deration, made  by  a  husband, 
of  a  debt  actually  and  presently 
due  to  his  wife,  devests,  in  equi- 
ty, the  title  of  the  wife.    S.  C. 

151 

5.  But,  however  this  may  be  in  ge- 
neral, the  agreement  made  in 
1780,  including  the  quit-rents 
then  actually  due  Hf  at  all)  to 
Louisa  Browning,  tlie  daughter 
of  Charles  Lord  Baltimore,  and 
assigning  them  to  Henry  Har- 
ford, the  devisee  of  Fredt^ick 
Lord  Baltimore,  having  been 
entered  into  in  England,  by  the 
husband  of  Louisa  Browning 
andvher  committee,  (she  being  a 
lunatic,)  and  the  consideration 
having  actually  gone  beneficial- 
ly for  her  use ;  and  the  whole 

*  transaction  having  been  between 
British  subjects,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  confirmed  by  an 
act  of  Parliament,  transferred 
a  complete  legal  and  equitable 
title  to  the  assignee.  lb. 

6.  Question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  acknowledgment  of  a  deed 
of  lands  in  Ohio.  Hinders  Les- 
see ▼.  LongwoTih^       199.  206 

7.  The  following  entry  is  invalid 
for  want  of  that  certainty  and 
precision  which  the  local  laws 
and  decisions  require :  ^<  Janua- 
ry 27^  1788.  J.  C.  L.  enters 
20,000  acres  of  land  on  twenty 
treasury  warrants,  No.  8,859, 
&c.  beginning  at  tht  mouth  of 
m  creek  falling  into  the  main 
fork  of  Licking,  on  the  north 
side,  below  eome  cedar  cUffe, 
and  about  35  miles  above  the 
Upper  Blue  lAcke,  and  running 
from  said  beginning  up  the  north 


side  of  Ucking,  and  bounding 
with  the  same  as  far  as  will 
amount  to  10  miles  when  re- 
duced to  a  straight  line,  thence 
extending  from  each  end  of  said 
reduced  line,  a  northerly  course 
at  right  angles  to  the  same  for 
quantity."  Littlepage  v.  FoW" 
ler,  215 

8.  An  entry  calling  for  the  land  to 
lie  on  the  east  side  of  Slate 
creek,  a  southwest  branch  of 
the  main  fork  of  Licking,  ^  be- 
ginning where  a  bufialo  road 
crosseth  said  creek  at  the  mouth 
of  a  branch  emptying  into  said 
creek  at  the  northeast  side,  it 
being  the  place  of  beginning  for 
S.  M.^s  entry  of  20,000  acres,-' 
is  defective  in  certainty  and  pre- 
cision ;  and  its  defects  are  not 
aided  by  the  reference  to  S. 
M.'s  entry  for  ^<  20,000  acres, 
lying  on  the  west  side  of  Slate 
creek,  southwest  branch  of 
Licking  cre^k,  beginning  where 
the  bufialo  road  crosses  ^ate 
creek,  at  the  mouth  of  a  branch, 
emptymg  in  on  the  east  side 
thereof;  there  are  several  ca- 
bins/' &c.  ''  to  include  a  quan- 
tity of  fallen  timber,"  &c. 
TayUn^e   Devisee    v.  Owingj 

226 
9*  Under  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  Tennessee  of  1797?  c.  43.  s. 
4.  peaceable  and  uninterrupted 
possession,  claiming  to  hold  the 
land  adverse  to  the  claims  of  all 
other  persons,  for  seven  years, 
under  a  grant,  or  deed  of  con- 
veyance founded  upon  a  grant, 
gives  a  complete  title  to  the 
person  who  has  the  possession. 
Pilee  V.  BouliUn,  325 

10.  The  act  of  Assembly  of  Virgi- 
nia of  t779,  c.  13.  s.  3.  secured 
from  escheat  all  the  interest  ac- 
quired by  aliens  fii  real  proper- 
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ty,  previous  to  the  issuing  of 
the  patent}  and  left  the  rights 
acquired  by  them  under  the  pa- 
tent, to  be  determin«>d  by  the 
general  principl<*s  of  the  com- 
mon law.  Oovemur^s  Hein 
V.  Robertson,  832.  3,j7 

21.  The  title  of  an  alien  thus  ac- 
quired by  patent  in  17^4,  under 
the  Uws  of  Virginia,  and  sub- 
sequently confirmed  to  him  by 
a  legislative  act  of  Kentucky  in 
1796,  and  to  his  heirs  and  their 
grantees  by  an  act  of  the  State 
in  1799}  will  overreach  a  grant 
made  by  Virginia  to  a  citizen 
in  1785,  and  defeat  the  claims 
of  all  persons  hoIdiDg  under 
such  grant.  16. 

12.  These  legislative  acts  of  Ken* 
tucky  were  valid,  under  the 
compact  of  1789,  between  the 
States  of  Virginia  and  Ken- 
tucky, lb. 

13.  Five  years  bona  Jide  posses- 
sion of  a  slave  constitutes  a  title, 
by  the  laws  of  Virginia,  upon 
which  the  possessor  may  re- 
coTer  in  detinue;  and  this  title 
may  be  set  up  by  the  vendee  of 
8OCI1  possessor  in  the  Courts  of 
Tennessee  as  a  defence  to  a  suit 
brought  by  a  third  party  in 
these  Courts.    Shelby  v.  Guy, 

361.371 

14.  QtMsre,  Whether  a  parol  gift  of 
slaves  was  valid  by  the  laws  of 
Virginia  previous  to  the  act  of 
Assembly   of  1787?     8.  C. 

370 

15.  Qveerf ,  Whether  the  doctrine  of 
tlus  Court,  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
terms  <<  beyond  seas,^'  in  the 
saving  clause  of  a  statute  of  li- 
mitations, being  equivalent  to 
wUhout  the  UmUe  of  the  State 
where  the  statute  is  enacted^  has 


been  received  in  the  local  Courts 
of  Tennessee  ?     iS.  C.       367 

16.  General  principle  as  to  the 
construction  of  local  statutes  in 
this  Couru      S.  C.  lb. 

17*  In  j^ene ral,  the  validity  of  a  pa- 
tent for  lands  can  only  be  im- 
peached for  causes  anterior  to 
its  being  issued,  in  a  Court  of 
equity  But  where  the  grant  is 
absolutely  void,  as  where  the 
State  has  no  title,  or  the  officer 
has  no  authority  to  issue  the' 
grant,  the  validity  of  the  grant 
may  be  contested  at  law.  fat' 
terson  v   fTtitn,  380.  382 

18.  The  laws  of  Georgia,  in  the  year 
17379  did  not  prohibit  the  issii- 
ing  of  a  patent  to  any  one  per- 
son for  more  than  1 ,000  acres 
of  land.  1'he  proviso  In  the 
act  of  Assembly  of  the  I7th  of 
February,  17^3,  limiting  the 
quantity  to  that  number^  is  exr 
clusively  confined  to  head- 
righie.  lb. 

19'  Qucare^  Whether  the  compact  of 
1789,  between  Virginia  and 
Kentucky,  restrained  the  legis- 
lature of  Kentucky  from  pro- 
longing the  time  for  surveying 
one  entry  to  the  prejudice  of 
another?     Miiier  v.  M^Intire, 

441 

20.  By  the  construction  of  the  act 
of  Kentucky  of  1797,  granting 
further  time  for  making  surveys, 
with  a  proviso,  allowing  to  in- 
fants, &c,  three  years  after  their 
several  disabilities  are  removed, 
to  complete  surveys  on  their 
entries ;  if  any  one  or  more  of 
the  joint  owners  be  under  the 
disability  of  infancy,  Sic.  it 
brings  the  entry  within  the 
saving  of  the  proviso,  as  to  all 
of  the  other  owners.  S.  C  444 
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INDEX. 


M. 


MESNE  PROFITS. 


See  PRACTICE,  10. 


P. 


PIRACY. 
See  Admikaltt. 

PRIZE. 

1*  In  prize  proceeding,  amend- 
meDls  are  made  in  the  Bpp«'llHte 
Court,either  as  to  the  form  or  sub- 
stance, as  by  filing  a  n<'W  article 
to  the  libel ;  the  parlie.H  being 
permitted,  whenever  public  jus- 
tice and  the  merits  require  it,  to 
introduce  new  allegations  and 
new  proofs.  The  Mariunna 
Floraj  1.38 

%  If  the  amendment  is  made  in  the 
Circuit  Court,  the  cause  is  heard 
and  adjudicated  by  that  Court, 
and  by  this  Court,  (upon  ap- 
peal,) on  the  new  allegation; 
but  if  the  amendment  is  allowed 
by  this  Cogrt,  the  cau>e  is  re- 
manded to  the  (circuit  Court, 
with  directions  to  permit  the 
amendment  to  be  made.    S.  C 

38 

3.  Pirates  may  be  hiwAilly  cap- 
tured by  the  public  or  private 
Ahips  of'  any  nation,  in  peace  or 
io  war;  for  ttiev  are  the  com- 
mon enemies  of  mankind,  and, 
as  such,  are  liable. to  the  ex- 
treme rights  of  war.     8,  C  40 

4.  The  right  of  visitation  and 
search  does  not  exist  in  time  of 
peace;  but  ships  of  war  sailing 
under  the  authority  of  their  go- 
vernment in  time  of  peace,  have 


a  right  to  approach  other  vessels 
at  sea  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining their  real  characters,  so 
far  Hs  the  same  can  be  done 
without  the  exercise  of  the  right 
of  visitation  and  search.    <S  C 

43 

5.  No  vessel  is  bound  to  await  the 
approach  of  armed  ships  under 
such  circumstances ;  but  such 
vessel  cannot  la %v fully  prevent 
their  a^iproach^  by  the  use  of 
force,  upon  the  mere  suspicion 
of  danger.     8,  C.  40 

6.  Where  an  agt^ression  was  com- 
mitted by  a  foreign  armed  mer- 
chant vessel,  on  a  public  ship  of 
the  Unitfd  States,  under  the 
above  cirrumstances,  and  a 
combat  ensued  upon  mutual 
misapprehension  and  mistake, 
the  commander  of  the  public 
ship  was  held  exempt  from  costs 
and  damages  for  sobduii^r^  aeiz- 
ing,  and  bringing  in  for  adjudi- 
cation, into  a  port  of  this  coun- 
try, the  offending  vetiel.   S.  C. 

M> 

7.  Un4er  the  act  of  the  8d  of 
March,  1819,  c.  75.  an  attack 
made  upon  a  vessel  of  the  Uni* 
ted  Ntates,  by  an  armed  vessel, 
with  the  avowed  intention  of 
repellmg  the  approach  of  the 
former,  or  of  crippling  or  de- 
stroy in  ir  her,  upon  a  inistHken 
supposition  that  she  was  a  pira- 
tical cruiser,  and  without  a  pi- 
ratical or  felonious  Intent,  or 
the  purpose  of  wanton  plunder, 
is  not  a  piratical  aggreeaioflu 

a,  c.  39 

8.  Nor  is  an  nrmed  ship,  captured 
under  such  circumstancea,  liable 
to  confiscation  as  for  a  hostile 
aggression  under  the  general  law 
of  nations.     5.  C.  40 

9.  Although  the  general  rule  of  law 
subjects  property  taken  tit  rfe- 
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Ucio  to  the  penalty  of  confisca- 
tion for  gross  violations  of  the 
law  of  nations  on  the  high  seas, 
yet  it  cannot  he  applied  indis- 
criminately to  evfry  offence  of 
this  natort',  without  regard  to  the 
circumstances  of  mitigation  or 
excuse.  16. 

10.  Hijw  far  the  practice  of  affirm- 
ing the  flag  with  a  sun  Is  a  part 
of  the  universal  law  of  nations. 
8.  C.  48 

11.  Rule  as  to  damages  for  illegal  de- 
tention on  captures  jwf  belH. 
8,  C.  54 

12.  Application  of  the  rule  in  the 
case  of  the  Loui$y  (2  Dods. 
Adm.  Rep,  210.  >       i9.  C.    55 

IS.  Concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the 
country  of  the  captors,  and  of 
the  captured,  in  cases  of  seizure 
in  time  of  peace,  as  for  a  hostile 
or  piratical  aggression.     8,  C, 

J  4.  The  general  rule,  that  the  act 
of  the  master  does  not  bind  the 
innocent  owner  of  the  cargo,  is 
liable  to  exceptions.     S*  C.  57 

15.  Thus,  where  the  master  is  also 
agent  of  the  cargo,  or  the  ship 
and  cargo  heloni;  to  the  same 
person,  it  seems  a  distinction 
arises.  16. 

16.  Question  of  damages  for  person- 
al injuries  to  captured  crew,  not 
before  this  Court  upon  appeal,  as 
an  incident  to  the  principal 
cause,  the  decision  being  against 
their  cl^iim,  and  no  appeal  taken 
by  them.     8.  C  58 

17«  Passage  from  A  IbericusGentilis, 
{HispftnioB  AdoorattonUy) 
translatioR  of,  containing  the 
case  of  an  English  ship  captur- 
ed by  a  l*uscan,  and  condemned 
for  an  alleged  hostile  aggres- 
sion. &\  C.  Note  6,  15 
7  8.  Cases  respecting  damages  for 
illegal  capture  and    detention 


collected  and  classified.    5.  C. 
Note  6,  21 

SALE. 

« 
8et  Contract,  1,2.  5,6, 7>  8,9, 10- 
Local  Law,  13. 

SHIPPING. 

See  Prize,  14. 

PLEADING. 

1.  There  must  be  sufficient  equity 
apparent  on  the  face  of  a  bill  io 
Chancery,  to  warrant  the  Court 
in  granting  the  relief  prayed  \ 
and  the  material  facts  on  which 
the  plaintiff*  relies,  must  be  so 
distinctly  alleged  as  to  put  tham 
in  issue.     Harding  ▼.  Umndy^ 

103. 1 19 

2.  Variances  between  the  writ  and 
declaration  are.  In  general,  mat* 
t«'rs  proper  for  pleas  io  abate- 
ment.     Chirac  v:  Rtmichr^ 

280  302 

3.  Whether,  by  the  modern  prac- 
tice of  the  Courts,  variances  be- 
tween the  writ  and  dedaraiion 
can  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
the  defendant  ?     S.  C*        802 

4.  Such  variances  cannot  be  taken 
advantage  of,  except  upon  oyer 
of  the  original  writ,  granted  in 
some  proper  stage  of  the  cause. 

76. 

5.  Marriage  of  the  plaintiff,  pen- 
dente htey  does  not,  of  itself, 
abate  the  suit.  The  objection 
can  only  be  made  available  by 
plea  in  abatement.     8.  C.  303 

6.  WWe  there  n  a  special  agree- 
ment open  and  subsisting  at  the 
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time  the  cause^  of  action  arises, 
a  general  indebitatus  asmmp- 
tit  cannot  be  maintained.  Per- 
ib'fit  ▼.  Hart^  237 

7«  But,  if  the  agreement  has  been 
wholly  performed,  or  if  its  fur- 
ther execution  has  been  pre- 
vented by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  by  the  consent  of  both 
parties ;  or,  if  the  contract  has 
been  fully  performed  in  respect 
to  any  one  distinct  subject  in- 
cluded in  it ;  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  upon  a  general  indebi- 
tatuM  euntmpfit.  lb. 

8.  It  MeemSf  that  as  against  the 
maker  of  a  promissory  note,  or 
'  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  payable  at  a  particu- 
lar place,  no  averment  in  the 
declaration  of  a  demand  of  pay- 
ment at  the  place  designated,  is 
necessary.  U.  8,  Bank  v. 
Smithy  171.  J74 

9*  But,  as  against  the  endorser  of 
a .  bill  or  not^,  such  an  aver- 
ment is,  in  general,  necessary. 
iSf.  C.  175 

10.  Circumstances  distipguishing  a 
count  in  detinue  from  a  count  in 
trover.    SheWif  v.  Gti^, 

361.  865 

11.  In  suits  for  an  indivisible  thing, 
a  right  of  action  survives  to  a 
tenant  in  common.  lb. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Although  the  Judge  may  refuse 
to  declare  the  law  to  the  jury  on 
a  mere  hypothetical  question 
propounded  by  the  counsel,  and 
not  warranted  by  the  evidence 
in  the  cause,  yet,  if  he  proceeds 
to  state  the  law  upon  such  ques- 
tion, and  states  it  erroneously, 
his  opinion  may  be  revised  in" 
the  Court  above;  and  if  it  be 


such  as  may  have  bad  mi  influ*' 
ence  on  the  jury,  their  verdict 
will  be  set  aside.  Etfing  v. 
The  Bank  of  the  United  States, 

59.75 

2.  Where  the  Court  is  equally  di- 
vided in  opinion  upon  a  writ  of 
error,  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
below  is  to  be  affirmed.     S,  C 

78 

3.  Amendments  of  the  pleaduigs 
in  admiralty  causes  may  be  al- 
lowed in  the  appellate  Court. 
The  Marianna  Flora,       1.  S8 

4.  If  the  amendment  is  made  in 
the  Circuit  Court,  the  cause  is 
heard  and  adjudged  by  that 
Court,  and  by  this  Court,  (upon 
appeal,)  on  the  new  allegation; 
but  if  the  amendment  is  allowed 
by  this  Court,  the  cause  is  re- 
manded to  the  Circuit  Court  to 
permit  the  amendment  to  be 
made.     S.  C.  S8 

5.  The  decree,  in  equity,  must  be 
according  to  the  allegata  as 
well  as  the  probata.  There 
must  be  sufficient  equity  appa- 
rent on  the  face  of  the  bill  to 
warrant  the  Court  in  granting 
the  relief  prayed ;  and  the  ma- 
terial facts  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff relies  must  be  so  distinctly 
alleged,  as  to  put  them  distinctly 
in  issue.    Harding  v.  Handy, 

10S.119 

6.  Rules  of  practice  on  exceptions 
to  the  Master's  report.    S.  C 

127 

7.  In  a  suit  in  equity  brought  by 
the  beirs  at  law  to  set  aside  a 
conveyance  obtained  from  their 
ancestor  by  fraud  and  imposi- 
tion, a  final  decree  for  the  sale 
of  the  property  cannot  be  pro- 
nounced until  all  the  heirs  are 
brought  before  the  Court  as 
paities,  if  they  are  within  the 
jurisdiction.     S.  C.  1S2 


I  jS  D  £  X . 


SI 


&  If  nil   the   heirs    caooot    be    13. 
brought  before  the  Court,  the 
imdiyided  iatereat  of  tho»e  who 
are  aM4e  parties  may  be  sold. 
8.  C.  133 

9*  Where  a  case  is  certified  to  this 
Court  npoo  a  division  of  opi- 
nion of  the  Judges  belowy  and    14. 
the  points  reserved,  upon  which 
they  were  divided,  are  too  im- 
perfectly stated  to  enable  this 
Court  io  pronounce  any  opinion    1  ^. 
uponjdieoi,  this  Coort  will  nei- 
ther award  a  venire  facias  de 
novOf  nor  certify  any  opinion  to 
the   Court    bek>w    upon    the 
points  reserved,  but  will  merely 
certify  that  they  are  too  imper-    16. 
fleetly  stated.   Perkins  y.  Hart^ 

237. 257 

10.  An  action  for  mesne  profits  may 

be  maintained  by  the  landlord 
in  fact,  who  is  in  possession  of  l£. 
the  land  by  means  of  his  tenants, 
andby  his  acts,commands, or  co- 
operation, aids  in  withholding 
the  possession  from  the  plaintiff. 
Chirac  v.  Reinkker,  280. 297     1 8. 

11.  Inconvenient  practice  of  bring- 
.  ing  the  whole  emV/enoe,  instead 

of  the  facts  proved  by  the  evi- 
dence, for  review,  before  this 
Court,  by  bill  of  exceptions  or 
otherwise.  The  party  cannot, 
by  such  a  practice,  take  advan- 
tage of  any  omission  in  the 
Judge*s  charge,  under  a  general 
exception  to  it.  If  he  wishes  19. 
the  instruction  of  the  Court  to 
the  jury  on  any  point  omitted  in 
the  charge,  he  must  suggest  it, 
and  re<{ue8t  the  Judge's  opinion 
on    it.    Armstrong   v.   Tolery 

258.  277 

12.  In  examining  the  admissibility 

of  testimony  in  the  Court  above,    20. 
the  party  excepting  is   to  be 
confined  to  the  specific  objec- 
tion taken  at  the  trial.    Htnde 
v.  Longworthy  199.  209 

VoL.XJ.  63 


Amendment^  to  the  pleadiiigs 
are  matters  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Court  below.  £rror  will 
not  lie  to  this  Court  on  the  al- 
lowance or  refusal  of  such 
amendments.  Chirac  v.  Ket- 
mcifcer,  280. 302 

Variances  between  the  writ  and 
declaration  are,  in  general,  mat- 
ters proper  for  pleas  in  abate- 
ment.    8.  C.  302 
QtMere,  Whether,  by  the  modern 
practice  of   the   Uourts,  vari- 
ances between  the  writ  and  de- 
claration can  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  the  defendant  ?    8» 
C-  302 
Such  variances  cannot  be  taken 
advantage  of  except  upon  oyer 
of  the    original  writ,  granted 
in  some   proper  stage  of  the 
cause.  lb. 
Marriage  of  the  plaintiff  pend- 
ing the  suit,  does  not,  of  itself, 
abate  the  suit.     The  objection 
can  only  be  made  available  by 
plea  in  abatement.     8.  C.   303 
On  a  libel  in  personam  for  da- 
mages, if  the  Court  decrees  that 
damages  be  recovered,  and  that 
commissioners  be  appointed  to 
ascertain  the  amount  thereof,  no 
appeal  will  lie  from  such  a  de- 
cree until   the  (Commissioners 
have  made  their  report;  this  not 
being  a  fnal  decree.     Chact 
V.  Vasquezj                        429 
It  is  not  the  practice  of  a  Court 
of  equity  to  confirm  an  award, 
so  far  as  it  extends,  and  to  sup- 
ply omissions  by  decree  of  the 
Court;  it  either  enforces   the 
award  as  it  is  made,  or  sets  it 
aside  if  in  any  respect  defective. 
Carnochan  v.  Christie^      466 
Where  a  bill  is  filed  to  set  aside 
an  agreement  or  conveyance, 
the  conveyance  cannot  be  esta- 
blished without  a  cross  bill  filed 
by  the  defendant.  75. 
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21.  Explanation  of  former  decree  of 
this  Court.  <Sf,.C.  aii^e,  Vol.X. 
p.  6G.     The  ArUehpej        413 

22.  Where  there  is  a  joint  judgment 
against  several  defenddnts,  and 
one  only  sues  out  the  writ  of  er- 
ror without  joining  the  others, 
it  is  irregular;  but  if  the  others 
refuse  to  join  in  it,  qumre^  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  may  not  have 
summons  and  severance?  Wil- 
Uams  V.  Bank  of  the   V.  S, 

414 

23.  Where,  in  a  special  verdict,  the 
essential  facts  are  not  distinctly 
found  by  the  jury,  although 
there  is  sufficient  evidence  to 
establish  them,  this  Court  will 
not  render  a  judgment  upon 
such  an  imperfect  special  ver- 
dict, but  will  remand  the  cause 
to  the  Court  below,  with  direc- 
tions (o  award  a  venire  facias 
de  novo,    Barnes  v.  fVilliamSj 

415 

24.  The  general  rule  of  law,  re- 
quiring proof  of  the  title  of  the 
holders  of  a  note,  may  be  mo- 
diiied  by  a  rule  of  Court,  dis- 
pensing with  proof  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note,  unless  the 
p:irty  shall  annex  to  his  plea  an 
affidavit  that  the  note  was  not 
executed  by  him.  Mills  v. 
Bank  of  the  U.  S,  439 


not  discbarge  his  surety.    8,  C, 

188 

3.  The  provisions  requiring  the 
delinquent  paymaster  to  be  re- 
called, and  a  new  appointment 
to  be  made  in  his  place,  are 
merely  directory,  and  intended 
for  the  security  of  the  govern- 
ment ;  but  form  no  part  of  the  con- 
tract with  the  surety.  8.  C.  189 

4.  The  statute  not  removing  from 
office  the  delinquent  paymaster, 
ipso  factOj  but  only  making  it 
the  duty  of  the  proper  officer  to 
remove  htm,  the  circumstance 
of  new  funds  being  placed  in 
his  hands  after  his  delinquency, 
does  not  discharge  the  surety. 
S.  C.  189,190,191 

STATUTES  OF  GEORGIA. 
See  Local  Law,  17, 18. 
STATUTES  OF  KENTUCKY. 
See  Local  Law,  10, 11, 12. 19, 20. 

STATUTES  OF  MARYLAND. 
See  Local  Law,  1 ,  2,  S,  4,  5. 

STATUTES  OF  OHIO. 
See  Local  Law,  6. 

STATUTES  OF  TENNESSEE. 


SURETY. 


l.-The  case  of  the  United  States 
V.  Kirkpatrick,  (9  JVheat.  Rep. 
720.)  revised,  its  authority  con- 
firmed, and  applied  to  the  pre- 
sent case.  The  U.  S.  v.  Van 
Zandl,  184.187 

2.  An  omission  of  the  proper  offi- 
cer to  recall  a  delinquent  pay- 
master under  the  injunctions  of 
the  4th  section  of  the  act  of  the 
i24th  of  April,  18l6,  c.  69.  does 


See  Local  Law,  9.  IS,  14, 15,  Id 

STATUTES  OF  VIRGINIA. 

See  Local  Law,  7,  8, 9, 10, 11. 

V. 

VARIANCE. 
See  Pleapino,  2. 
VISITATION  AND  SEARCH* 

See  Prize,  4,5,6. 
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